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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Iris unpERstoop that the Lord Chancellor wiil lend 
his assistance in the Court of Appeal, when necessary, 
until the sittings of the House of Lords commence,:on 
the 16th inst. 





Tue Master or tHe Rotts, having sat three days 
with the Court of Appeal, will this day (Saturday) take 
his motions of this week, and on Monday next will hear 
the petitions which would otherwise have been in the 
paper for this day. 





Tue orriciats.of the Chancery Division who undertook 
the vacation work have not had.a very easy time ofit, if 
we may judge.from the number of orders made. The 
Vacation Judges have made about 280 orders in court, 
and the orders.made in the chambers of the chancery 
judges were as near as possible 590, making a total of 
about 870. In 1879. the total was 850, and in 
1878, 820. The vacation is a very different matter 
now from what: it:was ten years ago, when only one 
chancery vacation judge was available, and all the 
orders made were two or three-score in number at most. 





Tax JUDICIAL APPOINTMENTS just made had been already 
too much anticipated by public opinion and rumour to 
cence aupiemnenedudmentin: In the case of Lord Justice 
Lusu, a somewhat .adsanced age is the only drawback to 





the high qualifications which all allow him to 

Bat, although some circumstances have made the publie 
justly suspicious of the value of too advanced age 
judicial bench, there is no reason to think that 


by that of several of his colleagues who are still vi 

and active. The wide and exact knowledge of the Lord 
Justice on many branches of law, and his great familiar- 
ity with practice—always exercised under the guidance of 
a clear and vigorous common sense and a steady purpose, 
not only to further the interests of justice, but to carry 
out in their spirit the provisions of the new system—will 
add to. the Court of Appeal a member almost toovaluable 
to be spared in the Divisional Court from which he is 
removed. In the appointment of Mr. Wataru Wuitiams 
as his successor, we are glad to recognize one. who, by 
his constant advocacy of law reform, stands pledged to 
give to the Judicature Act and Rules fair and full opera- 
tion—a. qualification which we think of even greater im- 
portance than the familiarity with mercantile law which 
Mr. Witt14ms is on all hands allowed to possess, 





THE FORM OF THE INFORMATION in the forthcoming 
State: prosecution in Ireland has been looked for with 
some interest. All the counts appear to charge offences 
which are included in the ordinary definition of a con- 
spiracy, while the last one, which charges a:seditious con- 
spiracy, with other persons unknown, to cause and create 
discontent and disaffection amongst the subjects of the 
Queen, and,to-excite and promote feelings of ill-will and 
hostility between different classes of her Majesty's 
subjects, falls distinctly within Mr. Justice Sraruan’s 


'| definitions of a seditious conspiracy (Digest. of Criminal 


Law, art. 93) as an agreement with one.or more per- 
sons ‘*‘ to do any act for the furtherance of any seditious 
intention common to both or all of them,” and - his 
definition of a seditious intention, as an intention *‘ to 


ean 
allthecountsin theinformation are for misdemeanors. The 
law officers of the Crown have probably framed the in- 
formation in this manner, partly with the view of obtain- 
ing a trial by'a special jury, and partly to diminish the 
trouble likely to arise from challenges to the jury, sinee 
the:right of peremptory challenge (i.¢., challenge with- 
out cause) does not exist in cases of misdemeanors, al- 
though it is usual to allow any reasonable number of 
objections of this kind to be made by both the prosceu- 
tion and the defence. 





THE CORRESPONDENCE which has appeared in 
columns during the last few weeks affords an 
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meeting at Sheffield fulfilled these requirements more 
fully than any previous meeting, and the result has 
deen to deepen the conviction that a really valuable 
purpose is served by these gatherings. No doubt is felt 
in the best-informed quarters that the Brighton meet- 
ing will be larger than any provincial meeting yet 
held. According to some estimates, the Sussex Law 
Society will have to provide for 1,000 visitors. That 
society has, we believe, about fifty members, as against 
the 117 members of the Sheffield Society. Under these 
eircumstances there is a natural and honourable feeling 
among the London solicitors (who will constitute a large 
proportion of the visitors) that it is unfair to leave the 
Sussex Society to bear the whole of the heavy expenses 
ef such a meeting. There is, moreover, a desire on the 

of London members to repay, in some degree, the 
profuse hospitality invariably bestowed on them at the 
provincial assemblies. Everyone agrees with our able 
correspondent who first raised the question, that, in some 
way or other, the town members of the society should 
eo-operate with the Brighton Society, but the difficulty 
is how to do this in such a way as not to be distasteful 
to the society which has so spiritedly undertaken the 
burden of the meeting. It appears to us that the Sussex 
Society might, without any impropriety, consent to ad- 
mit as honorary members solicitors resident in London, 
and if this were done a ready means would be afforded 
for the co-operation of town members in the way of sub- 
scription to the funds of the Sussex Society. 





Tue PRocEEDINGs in a prosecution for libel at the 
Guildhall Police Court on Wednesday seem to show that 
the case of Reg. v. Carden (28 W. R. 133, L. R. 5 Q. 
B. D. 1) did not entirely settle the practice to be 
observed in such cases. The solicitor for the prosecu- 
tion objected to the counsel for the defence cross-examin- 
ing as to the truth of the libel, but the latter urged that 
Reg. v. Carden only settled that witnesses could not be 
ealled before the magistrate in support of the plea of justi- 
fication, and that it had in no way limited the general 
right of cross-examination ; and ultimately the presiding 
alderman adjourned the case, in order that a mandamus 
might be applied for. The question, as now raised, ap- 
pears to be still to some extent an open one. The 
Lord Chief Justice said, in Reg. v. Carden, that ‘‘ unless 
there is some further statutory duty imposed upon the 
magistrate, the evidence before him must be confined to 
the question whether the case is such as ought to be sent 
for trial; ”’ and since he especially noticed and overruied 
the defendant’s argument that, in the event of the 
the prosecutor’s death, the defendant would be deprived 
of the benefit of his cross-examination, he would 
seem to have contemplated that his decision would have 
the effect of excluding cross-examination as well as 
evidence on the part of the accused person. Mr. Justice 
Lvs observed that, before the passing of the 30 & 31 
Vict. c. 35, “all that was to be put into writing was 
the evidence that was material to the charge against the 
aecused.” In Reg. v. Carden (as in the recent case) 
the objection was taken during the cross-examination of 
the prosecutor, and the rule nisi was for a mandamus 
to the magistrate to allow the cross-examination, as well 
as to hear evidence of the truth of the libel, but the 
right of cross-examination as to its truth was not ex- 
pressly dealt with by either of the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 





Tuz Grounp Game Act, 1880, it will have been ob- 
served, gives the occupier a right to kill and take ground 
game concurrently with any other person “entitled ”’ so 
todo, and the person entitled is ordinarily the land- 
lord by virtue of a reservation. It is somewhat curious, 


however, that it has never been precisely settled whether 
this reservation must be by deed or whether an oral 
reservation is good, At common law the right to tuke 





game (being a profit d prendre) is one of those incor- 
poreal hereditaments which can be granted by deed 
alone, and‘ it is established by a succession of decisions 
that where there is a lease with a ‘‘ reservation ” of game 
to the landlord, this is not a reservation at all, strictly 
so called, but a re-grant of the profit @ prendre by the 
tenant to the landlord (see Wickham v. Hawker, 7 M. 
& W. 63). But the Game Act of 1831 (1 & 2 Will, 4, 
c. 32), whether purposely or from the draftsman’s ignor- 
ance of the learning of the subject, expressly recog- 
nizes a parol reservation in section 8, and protects the 
landlord in his enjoyment of it by sections 12 and 30, 
The words of section 8 are, “nothing in this Act 
contained shall authorize” any person seised of land 
to kill the game “in any case where, by deed, grant, 
lease, or any written or parol demise or contract, 
a right of entry upon such land for the purpose 
of killing the game hath been, or hereafter shall be, 
reserved or retained by, or given, or allowed to any 
grantor, lessor, or other person whatsoever.” Section 12 
inflicts a penalty on the occupier for killing game, in 
cases where the right to the game “hath been or shall 
be specially reserved by, or granted to, the landlord,” 
and section 30, after inflicting a penalty on any person 
trespassing in pursuit of game, provides that the leave 
and licence of the occupier shall not be a sufficient 
defence in any case where the landlord has the right to 
the game “‘ by virtue of any reservation or otherwise as 
hereinbefore mentioned ”’—the reference being obviously 
to section 8. It has, no doubt, been assumed in more 
than one case (see Spicer v. Barnard, 28 lL. J. M. C. 
176; Jones v. Williams, 46 L. J. M. O. 270) that a parol 
reservation is good in law to support a conviction 
under these sections. But until there has been an 
express judicial decision to the contrary (for the dictum 
of Linpvizy, J., in Jones v. Williams, that it follows 
from section 8 of the Game Act and the decisions upon 
it that there may be a parol reservation of game upon 
a parol demise, is not quite conclusive) we think there is 
some ground for maintaining that the Game Act does not 
alter the law by altering the mode of transfer of an incor- 
poreal hereditament (for if that. had been intended, it 
would have been effected by express words), but merely 
protects the landlord in the enjoyment of a revocable 
licence so long as it remains unrevoked. 





Tue Cuancery Paymaster’s Orrice appears to be in a 
condition of discontent which is the natural result of 
excess of work beyond the powers of the existing staff, 
combined with the hope of assistance too long deferred. 
The authorities of the Treasury, on whom rests the 
care of providing the requisite addition to the Pay- 
master’s staff of clerks, are taking time to think 
about doing what must inevitably be done sooner or 
later. Not only is the staff inadequate to perform the 
existing work, but it is tolerably certain that before many 
years it will be called upon to transact a greatly increased. 
business. It is probable that the whole of the funds in 
court in the common law divisions, will be ultimately 
administered by the present Chancery Pay-office; and 
probably the bankruptcy funds will be sent there after 
atime. In fact, the office ar is really one of the 
largest banks in London) is not only at present 
undermanned, but the work is increasing year by 
year, and in all probability more work will constantly 
fall to its share. By way of some slight help, the Pay- 
mester has been allowed the assistance of two writers, 
but their aid is as a drop in the bucket compared with 
what is really required. There can be no reason on the 
score of economy for this reluctance tojncrease the staff. 
The Chancery Pay-office not only pays its way, but 
b a large surplus revenue towards the costs of the 

istration of justice. Solicitors complain that they 
cannot procure sufficient attention there, and that they 
have now to wait several days for the performance of a 
duty which used to occupy but one day, or two at the 
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most. If an ordinary banking business were starved 
in the samé manner as the Paymaster’s office is 
‘starved by the absence of a sufficient working: staff, the 

prietors would soon hear from their customers. When, 
Rossier, the business is that of the public, carried on by 
the Government, the customers find themselves utterly 
helpless in the way of complaint. 





Tue constiTuTIoN of the Court of Appeal in each of its 
divisions is a matter of considerable interest to suitors at 
the present time. Lords Justices Baccatiay, BramweELt, 
and Lvusu, being away, there are not sufficient judges 
in town without the aid of the Master of the Rolls, the Lord 
Chancellor, and an ex-officio judge, to form two full courts 
of appeal. And the change in the constitution of the 
divisions leads to considerable inconvenience. Thus, on 
‘Wednesday last, at Lincoln’s-inn, there were two cases in 
the paper which had been partly heard before the Ap- 
peal Court when differently constituted, and in order to 
save the trouble of their being re-heard de novo, they 
had to stand out of the paper until precisely the same 
judges should again form the court as were sitting on the 
former occasion. This delay and inconvenience is almost 
unavoidable so long as some of the Lords Justices are 
compelled to go circuit, and although it might at 
present, by a little more care, be reduced, it is likely to 
become a considerable grievance after the time when all 
the Lords Justices, having been appointed after the 
Judicature Act, are liable to go circuit. 





The question of the fees of counsel is stated to have 
recently arisen in Canada upon a ciaim by Mr. Doutre, 
Q.C., upon the Dominion Government, for services as 
counsel before the Fisheries Commission, which servi ces 
he values at 50 dols. a-day, the aggregate being some 
20,000 dols. The Canada Legal News says that ‘‘ Mr. 
Doutre deposed that in the test case of Angers v. Queen 
Ins. Co. he received 500 dols. in fees, although he spent 
but two days in court. In another case, in which he 
obtained a 12,000 dol. verdict, he was three days in 
court, and received 1,800 dols. in fees, besides the taxed 
costs. In the case of Grant v. Beaudry, known as the 
Orange trial, he was paid 10 dols. per hour. Mr. F. X. 
Archambault, of Montreal, stated that in the case of 
Wilson v. Citizens’ Ins. Co., the amount claimed in the 
suit was 2,000 dols., but he received 1,000 dols. as a re- 
tainer, besides other fees. In the cdse of Holland v. 
Citizens’ Ine. Co., his retainer was 2,000 dols. In three 
capias cases which were presented as one, and which 
lasted about a month, he received 2,800 dols. altogether. 
In the criminal case of a woman charged with stealing 
some silks, he received a retainer of 1,500 dols. ‘This 
client was merely admitted to bail. To defend a cri- 
minal case, which would not occupy more than 
two days, he had received 2,000 dols.” These 
amounts, says the Albany Law Journal, seems large, 
no doubt; but they are by no means unprecedented in 
this country. There are a number of counsel in the 
city of New York who command 250 dols. a-day. There 
would seem to be no reason why a British lawyer 
should not be paid as much as a British physician, both 
standing equal in their respective professious ; and a 
British jury récently gave Dr. Phillips a verdict of 
£16,000 damages for two years’ loss of business. 


In a case of concealment of birth tried before Mr. Justice 
Hawkins at Maidstone, the young woman pleaded “ Guilty,” 
and the learned judge remarked that he wished that in cases 
of this class—i,¢., cases of mere concealment—the prisoners 
should, where it was possible, be admitted to bail, as their 
discharge without further sentence might create the impres- 
sion that they suffered no punishment; but, on the other 
hand, it would be obviously unjust not to take into account 
the imprisonment already suffered. 








PARLIAMENTARY TRAINS. 


Tur Times of Wednesday last contained a short corres- 
pondence on the subject of “ Parliamentary” railway 
trains, which deserves a passing notice, not only on 
account of the intrinsic importance of the question 
raised, but also as a signal instance of the perfunctory 
manner in which cases out of the ordinary routine are 
treated in public offices. There is probably no depart- 
ment of the Government service where the public are 
treated with more consideration than they are by the 
Board of Trade, and it would be hard to find anywhere 
@ more attentive or courteous gentleman than Mr. 
Heath’s correspondent, and yet, when written to on 
a question certainly within the scope of his duties, 
though somewhat out of the common track, he has 
returned an answer eminently calculated to give the im- 
pression—first, that he has never given a thought to the 
question ; and, secondly, that he does not think it worth 
his while to look into it. 

The facts are few and simple. A Mr. Heath, whe 
appears from his address to be an elector of Marylebone, 
seems to have induced the Recorder to ask a question iz 
the House of Commons respecting the parliamentary 
tickets issued by the Great Western Railway, and being 
dissatisfied with the answer given, he wrote to Mr. 
Chamberlain, giving a number of instances of stations 
between which, as he alleges, no tickets are obtainable 
except at rates greatly in excess of the parliamentary 
scale. He also gives an instance in which, in order te 
reach London at parliamentary fares, it is necessary te 
leave Newbury at 8.50 a.m. for Reading, and remainz 
there till 6.25 p.m. before proceeding further. The 
complaint may or may not be well founded; we have 
no means of investigating the question, and neither 
intention nor desire to express any opinion uponit: what 
we wish to call attention to is the manner in which it is 
treated by the Board of Trade. The answer of the Board 
is in the following terms :— 

**T am directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 29th inst., addressed to 
the President, in regard to the parliamentary train 
arrangements on the Great Western Railway. In reply, £ 
am to state that the provisions of the Cheap Train Act, 7 
& 8 Vict., c. 85, do not make it obligatory upon a rail- 
way company to do more than convey passengers at parlia- 
mentary fares by one train at least daily from one end te 
the other of each trunk, branch, or junction line, It there- 
fore appears that the Great Western Railway Company meet 
the strictly legal requirements of the Act of Parliament, 
which do not oblige a company to run a cheap train from 
every station on a trunk, branch, or janction line to every 
station on other trank, branch, or junction lines on their 
system. 
™ I am to adi that the reply recently given by the Presi- 
dent in the House of Commons did not state that parlia- 
mentary tickets are issued at and to all stations on the com- 
papy’s system, but merely that parliamentary tickets were 
issued at all stations.” 

The effect of this is that, in the opinion of the Board, 
all that a company are bound to do is to run a train 
from end to end of their line, carrying, we presume, 
passengers over that distance, but that they are not in 
any manner obliged to provide for the conveyance of 
passengers from any station to any other— except, we sup- 
pose, the terminal stations. If this be the true reading 
of the Act, it is evident that it is quite inadequate to 
effect the declared object of Parliament, which was to 
use the railways as a means of cheap intercommunica- 
tion for all places throughout the country. Buta very 
slight examination of the Act referred to in Mr. Cal- 
craft's letter will show that this is not its true meaning. 
By the Act the company are required to run from end te 
end of every trunk, branch, or junction line at least one 
train each way per diem (1) at hours to be fixed by 
the directors with the sanction of the Board of Trade 
(and the declared object of the Act throws upon the Board 
the duty of seeing that these hours are such as to afford 
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reasonable means of transport over the whole system) 
(2) stepping at every station, if required (why 80, 
if they are not bound to book passengers to and from 
every station?) (3) in covered carriages at a specified 
maximum rate of one penny per mile; and (4) at a 
specified minimum rate of twelve miles per hour, includ- 
ing stoppages. 

It is clear, therefore, that the duty of the company is, 
first, to carry passengers from any station on their line 
to any other station at parliamentary rates; secondly, 
where these stations are situate upon the same trunk, 
branch, or junction railway, to carry in through 
carriages, proceeding continuously, and at a rate of not 
less than twelve miles an hour, including stoppages; 
and, thirdly, where these stations are situate on different 
branches of their railway, so to time the trains as to 
effect convenient ‘“‘ connections,’ to the satisfaction of 
the Board of Trade. It is, of course, impossible so to 
arrange that passengers who have to change carriages 
shall not be obliged to wait at the junctions for a reason- 
able—perhaps in some cases even a considerable—time : 
on a line like the Great Western, with a multiplicity of 
junctions, it would be impossible to effect this without 
seriously interfering with the requirements of the other 
traffic; but a delay of more than eight hours at a single 
junction in the course of a journey to London—if it is 
really imposed by the existing arrangements—is so 
obviously unreasonable and oppressive as presumptively 
to call, if seems to us, for the exercise by the Board of 
Trade of their powers of control over the time table. 

The other matters cf which Mr. Heath complains admit 
of a ready remedy, though one which is not, we think, 
within the province of the Board of Trade. Under Lord 
Cardwell’s Act, it is part of the duty of every railway 
company to afford ‘‘all reasonable facilities” for the 
sonveyance of traffic over its line,.and it has been de- 
cided by the Railway Commissioners, and affirmed upon 
appeal, that to charge rates in excess of those authorized 
by Parliament is a breach of this duty ; and, further, that 
“booking” from and to any place from and to which the 
company is bound to carry—or does, in fact, carry 
—is a reasonable facility within the meaning of this Act; 
and we cannot doubt that if the company refuse to 
issue tickets at parliamentary rates from any station on 
their line to any other station to which they carry, 
or to permit passengers to travel with such tickets by any 
parliamentary trains which they actually run; or, if 
there be any part of their system over which they do not 
run the required cheap trains—in any of these cases they 
sould, and would, be compelled to afford the requisite 
facilities by the Railway Commissioners upon a proper 
application to them. They could not, we think, interfere 
with the discretion of the directors as to the hours 
at which the trains ought to start, unless re- 
quested by the Board of Trade to advise them 
upon this point, but for the purpose of  se- 
curing to the publie the proper enjoyment of 
such trains as are, in fact, run, this seems to be ‘the 
Proper, and is, so far as we can see, the only available 
machinery. 

But this remedy, like most others, is only open 
to “a complainant”; and it is idle for Mr. Heath, 
‘or any one else, to say that “the individual action of a 
private person would be futile against a powerful railway 
company,” and thereupon, to.cail upon a ent of 
the Government to set right, brevi manu, and without 
eatin _ for which there existe a remedy duly 
provided w, amply sufficient for the purpose, and 
available as the result of a judicial investigation, in the: 
absence of which any idea of compulsion against the 
company would savour too much of tyranny to 
be entertained by any public department. It may be 
a misfortune that in this case, as in others, a remedy 
which can only be obtained as the result of litigation is 
often an expensive luxury ; but this is a necessary in- 
cident of all civilized life, and is in the present case 
an objection of less force than usual, because, first, the 








litigation will take place before a tribunal where the 
proceedings are simpler and the delays less than in any 
other court in the .country, and where, therefore, the 
necessary costs (we do not speak of the expenses 
voluntarily incurred by railway companies; such as the 
employment of parliamentary agents, counsel, &c.) are 
exceptionally small; and,secondly, because the defendants 
are certain to be in every case able to pay any costs 
which may be awarded against them, so that, if a com- 
plaint be well founded, the necessary litigation can be 
conducted almost without risk. That an ill-founded com. 
plaint should entail serious loss is only a proper protec- 
tion to an innocent defendant. 








BICYCLE LAW. 


Amone the branches of law of recent development, few 
have made such rapid progress as that relating to 
bicycles. As we shall presently see, the bicycle has 
already received the attention of the Legislature; it has 
occupied and perplexed quarter sessions; it has filled 
the minds of learned judges of the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion with doubt; and it has now at length got a case 
devoted to it in the law reports. These are considerable 
achievements for a machine so recently introduced. 

What is a bicycle? Definition is not easy, and we 
do not find in any bye-laws {relating to bicycles which 
we have seen, any attempt to define a bicycle. But 
we observe that in one form of bye-laws a bicyclist 
is defined as ‘‘a person riding, or otherwise using, a 
bicycle on any highway ’’—a definition which bears a 
family resemblance to that of the archdeacon as a person 
exercising archidiaconal functions. We have had, how- 
ever, within the last few days an attempt at a definition. 
According to a learned metropolitan police magistrate, 
a bicycle is a machine with two wheels. A man who 
was summoned last week at the Wandsworth Police- 
court for riding a bicycle between sunset and sunrise 
without having a light attached thereto, pleaded that 
his machine was not a bicycle but a velocipede; and Mr. 
Paget is reported to have laid it down that “if. there 
were two wheels to the machine it was a bicycle.” Of 
course, it must be understood that the magistrate in- 
tended to include in the definition, besides the two 
wheels, the fact that one of the wheels is worked by the 
feet of the rider ; so qualified the definition would seem 
to answer all practical purposes. 

A bicycle is a “ carriage” within the Highway Act of 
1835. This was decided in Taylor v. Goodwin (27 W. 
R. 489, L, R. 4 Q. B. D. 228). In that case counsel for 
the appellant argued with zeal and ingenuity against 
this view. He pointed out that bicycles could not possibly 
have been within the contemplation of the Legislature 
at the time of passing the Act ; that you “‘ ride ” a bicycle 
while you “‘ drive” a carriage, and that if a bicycle is a 
carriage, a wheelbarrow must be a carriage; nay, even a 
man trundling a wheel along a highway must be taken 
to be “ driving a carriage.” On the other hand, counsel 
for the respondent contended that anything which carries 

ple is a “carriage,” and that-to “drive” means to 
“propel.” A bicyclist propels something which carries 
him; hence he drives a carriage. The Qusen’s Bench 
Division were a good deal perplexed. Mr. Justice Mellor 
said that the question which, when stated at first, 
seemed a very simple one, and one which would not 
require lawyers to decide, appeared more doubtful when 
it came to be argued by lawyers. But the court ulti- 
mately acceded to the contention of the counsel for the 
respondent. The word“ carriage,” they thought, was 


large enough to contain a bicycle. The mischief intended 
to be prevented by the section of the Highway Act in 
question in the case was the propelling of any vehicle along 
a highway so as to endanger persons using it. It was im- 
material how it was propelled, whether by steam, or by 
a horse, or “‘ by another animal ”’—e.g., a bicyclist. The 
result of this decision is to render the rider of a bicycle 
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liable to the penalties imposed by section 78 of the 
Highway Act, 1835, on any person riding or driving 
furiously so as to endanger life. In Taylor v. Goodwin 
the bicyclist was driving his machine along a highway at 
the rate of about fourteen miles an hour, and knocked a 
person down and injured him. Under the section the 
penalty for this offence is. not to exceed £5, in case. the 
driver is not the owner of the carriage, but if he be the 
owner, the penalty may be £10, and in default of payment 
he is liable to hard labour. Wherefore it would appear 
that a bicyclist who undertakes one of those furious races 
against time which are understood to be essential to 
attaining distinction in the bicycle world, would be 
prudent to hire, and not to own, his machine. We do 
not, however, guarantee that even in that case a court 
destitute of bicycling enthusiasm might not hold that 
he was the owner during the time of hiring. 

Another consequence of the decision in Taylor v. 
Goodwin is to subject. the bicycle-rider to the provisions 
of section 72 of the Highway Act, 1835, imposing a 
penalty on any person who wilfully drives any carriage 
upon any footpath or causeway by the side of any road 
made or set apart for the use or accommodation of foot 
passengers. Independently of any local regulations, 
made under the provision to which we shall presently 
refer, the bicyclist must keep to the carriage way. He 
must also (unless the contrary is provided by local bye- 
laws) keep on the left side of the road (section 78). 
He need not, however, have his name and place of 
abode painted on his bicycle, because section 76 of the 
Act, which requires the owner’s name to be painted on 
every “ wagon, cart, or other such carriage ” used on any 
highway, and imposes a penalty upon default, only in- 
cludes carriages ejusdem generis with a wagon or cart. 
(See Danby v. Hunter, 28 W. R. 228, L. R. 5 Q. B.D. 
20.) 


Coming now to the recent legislation on the subject of 
bicycles, the Highway Act of 1878 provides, by section 
26, that the county authority—that is, the justices in 
quarter sessions—may from time to time make, with re- 
spect to all or any main roads or other highways within 
any highway area in their county, aud, when made, alter 
or repeal, bye-laws ‘for regulating the use of bicycles.” 
But by section 35, such bye-laws are fnot to be of any 
validity until they have been submitted to, and con- 
firmed by, the Local Government Board. There is 
no power for the Local Government Board to make 
bye-laws, or compel the justices to make bye-laws. 
The resulé must be, if the power is exercised by 
quarter sessions, to introduce a singular variety of regu- 
lations in different counties. A recent learned writer on 
the subject of highways says that bye-laws have been 
framed which practically prevent the use of bicycles ; 
for instance, it has been provided that the bicyclist must 
place his lamp, after dark, in such a position as to make 
it impossible for the driver to see anyone approaching 
on foot; and it has even been provided that the regula- 
tions with reference to locomotives on highways, com- 
pelling them to stop on any driver or rider on the road 
holding up his hand, shall apply to bieycles. This is 
absurd, All that is needed are a few simple rules 
declaring the law as to the use of the carriage way only 
by the bicyclist, and as to the side on which he shall pass 
all vehicley; as to his carrying a lighted lamp attached 
to his bicycle between certain hours; as to his carrying 
a@ whistle or horn when overtaking carriages or foot 
passéngers, and rendering assistance to restive horses. 
It would be a great advantage to the bicyclist, and 
probably also to the public who use the highways, if in 
the next session of Parliament power were given to the 
Local Government Board to frame and publish regula- 
tions as to bicycles which shall be generally-binding. It 
is certainly hard that the bicyclist who undertakes one 
of those long journeys which are the means of rising to a 
distinguished position in the fraternity should have to 
stop on the borders of each county, and inquire what 
bye-laws are in force there. 





THE YEAR’S SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
I 


Tae past year has been rather fertile in cases of import- 
ance to solicitors, and:we propose to collect from the 
various series of reports the points in which the law 
relating to this branch of the profession .has been ‘de- 
clared or altered. 

There have been three decisions on the subject of the 
lien of solicitors. Newington Local Board v. Eldridge 
(L. R. 12 Ch. D. 349) was a curious case. ‘A local 
board sought a mandamus to compel their former clerk, 
a solicitor, to deliver to the present clerk to the board 
all the documents, &c., in his possession belonging to 
the plaintiffs, and especially all briefs.and other papers 
necessary to enable the present clerk to prosecute-an 
appeal in an action brought by’ the present plain- 
tiffs against the Cottingham Local. Board, and also for 
an injunction restraining the defendant from parting 
with such documents, &c., to any other parties. ‘The 
defendant had been elected cierk to the board at a 
salary of £50 a year, which had been afterwards raised 
to £80 a year, not to include actions, arbitrations, par- 
liamentary proceedings, journeys, &c. The plaintiffs 
afterwards called upon the defendant to resign the clerk- 
ship, and upon his refusing to do so they passed a resolu- 
tion removing him from his office and directing him to 
hand over all documents belonging to the board which 
were in his possession, and they also obtained an order 
for change of solicitors in the pendirg action against the 
Cottingham Local Board. The defendant claimed a 
lien upon certain of the documents in respect of the 
costs of the action. Bacon, V.C., made an order:in 
the terms asked for, holding that the defendant's 
claim in respect of professional services rendered 
could not justify him, as the servant of the board, im 
refusing to produce documents which belonged to 
the plaintiffs. This order was, however, varied by the 
Court of Appeal, on the ground that it preju- 
dice the defendant’s lien, and ought not to have been 
made before the trial of the action. They ordered 
the giving up of the documents on payment into 
court by the plaintiffs of a sum sufficient to meet 
the defendant's claim, the defendant to have thesame lien 
upon the sum paid in as he would have had upon the docu- 
ments. In Ex parte Bramble, In re Toleman (28 W. RB. 
676, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 885), the question of asolicitor’s lien 
was raised in a bankruptey proceeding. The solicitor, 
who had prepared a deed of partnerahip between two 
liquidating debtors, refused to produce the deed, or any 
other papers in his custody belonging to the debtors, to 
the trustee in the liquidation, on the ground of a lien 
upon them for the costs of preparing the deed. It was 
contended on the solicitor's behalf that the trustee could 
not stand in a better position than the clients themselves, 
and that the lien was a “lawful impediment” to the 
production of the documents ‘within section 96 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869; but the Chief Judge, affirming 
the decision of the county court judge, ordered the pre- 
duction of the documents, holding that. the lien of the 
solicitor was not prejudiced, since he was not required 
to give them up, but merely to produce them for the 
trustee’s inspection. In Shippey v. Grey (28 W. R. 
877), the solicitors for the plaintiff in an action against 
the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company had 
signed judgment for £400 damages:with costs, but, 
before the costs ‘had been taxed, a judgment creditor of 
the plaintiff obtained, ex parte, a garnishee order 
attaching all debts due to the plaintiff to answer his 
judgment. The plaintiff's solicitors then served upon the 
judgment creditor a notice that'they claimed a lien on © 
the sum recovered in the action against the railway com- 
pany in respect of their costs in that action. The Court 
of Appeal, affirming the decision of the Common Pleas 
Division, held that the solicitors were en titled, as against 
the judgment:creditor, to a charging order, under the 23 
& 24 Vict..c. 127, s. 28, upon the sum recovered, and 
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that the case was governed by Faithfull v. Ewen (26 
W. R. 270, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 495). : 

Ward v. Eyre (28 W. R. 712) is an important deci- 
sion as to the respective rights of a country solicitor and 
his town agent. In a suit by a country solicitor for an 
account against his town agents, the latter claimed a 
specific balance, with interest. A balance smaller than 
that claimed was found to be due, and the Court of 
Appeal, affirming the decision of the Master of the Rolls, 
held that the defendants could not recover interest on 
the disbursements or upon the balance due to them. 
Reliance had been placed by the defendant's counsel 
upon the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 28, and 33 & 34 Vict. 
c. 28, s. 17, but the Lords Justices held, with reference to 
the former statute, that no ‘‘ demand of payment ” had 
been made, and that no ‘‘sum certain’’ had become 
payable, since the balance claimed by the defendant had 
proved to be inaccurate. With reference to the argu- 
ment founded upon 33 & 34 Vict. c. 28, the court decided 
that section 17 of that Act was not applicable to the 
ease of a country solicitor and his town agent, since the 
former was nota “client” within section 3, and also 
that the statute had no retrospective operation. 

The subject of the taxation of costs was dealt with in 
four cases. In re Fisher (42 L. T. N.S. 261) involved 
the question, what are “ special circumstances ’’ within 6 
&7 Vict. c. 73,8. 41, justifying the taxation of a bill 
of costs after it has been settled in account? A charge 
of felony was pending against the managing clerk of the 
solicitors, and the case against him involved the bona 
fides and legality of certain items in the bill of costs 
which referred to a period before the charge was pre- 
ferred. The Exchequer Division, upon the solicitor’s 
application, ordered that the bill should be taxed, 
Pollock, B., observing that the fact of the pendency of 
eriminal proceedings was not a sufficient ground for 
depriving a solicitor of his right, as an officer of the 
eourt, to have his bill referred to the proper officer for 
taxation, the only question being whether there were 
“ special circumstances” to warrant the taxation. In 
the absence of any proof that the application was a 
sham one, the circumstances of the present case rendered 
it fair and reasonable that the items in the bill 
should be investigated by the taxing officer. In 
Philipps v. Philipps (28 W. R. 376, L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 
60), the Queen’s Bench Division had refused an applica- 
tion to strike out the statement of claim as embarrassing, 
but the Court of Appeal reversed this decision, and gave 
the costs of the appeal and of the proceedings in the 
court below. The master declined to tax these costs 
during the pendency of the action, and Field, J., refused 
an order referring them to taxation. The defendants 
then brought the matter before the Court of Appeal, who 
held that the costs must be taxed and paid forthwith, 
on the ground that the express order of the Court of 
Appeal overrode the practice of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, according to which the taxation of the costs of 
an interlocutory application is postponed till the termi- 
nation of the action. In Simmons v. Storer (28 W. RB. 
408, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 154) the plaintiff had obtained 
judgment in an action in the Exchequer Division, to en- 
force which he had taken out several garnishee sum- 
monses on which no further proceedings had been taken. 
The defendant afterwards brought an action against the 
plaintiff in the Chancery Division in which action an 
order was made directing an account of the amount due 
to the defendant in respect of his judgment in the first 
action, and of the proceedings taken by him to enforce it. 
The chief clerk referred the bill of costs for taxation toa 
master of the Exchequer Division, who disallowed the costs 


' of the abortive garnishee summonses. The Master of the 


Rolls held that these costs had been properly disallowed, 
and that, under the Rules of the Supreme Court (Costs), 
1875, ord. 7. r. 26, the master was bound to disallow 
them. He also held that when a party makes an objec- 
tion in writing, under ord. 7, r. 30, to the allowance 


or disallowance of any item by a taxing master, he is only | 





bound to specify the items to which he objects, and 
need not state his reasons for objecting. Hz parte 
Ditton, In re Woods (28 W. R. 402, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 
318), raised a question as to the right of a trustee in 
bankruptcy to disallow items in a bill of costs tendered 
by way of proof by a solicitor. It was argued that the 
solicitor was entitled, under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 87, to 
have his costs taxed in the ordinary way, but the Court 
of Appeal held that this enactment does not apply to a 
proof in bankruptcy ; that a solicitor has no absolute 
right to insist upon his charges being referred to taxa- 
tion, and that the registrar had power, with the assist. 
ance (if required) of the taxing-master, to determine the 
amount due. With reference to the particular items in 
dispute, the court held that charges by a solicitor for 
addressing and posting circulars were improper. 

Two cases during the year involved questions as to 
setting off costs. In Barker v. Hemming (28 W. R. 
764) the plaintiff had obtained judgment by default 
against the drawer and acceptor of a bill of exchange, 
and issued an execution against the goods of the former. 
The acceptor afterwards got the judgment set aside with 
costs, on the ground that his acceptance had been forged, 
and he also set up a claim to the goods seized in the 
execution against the drawer, and an interpleader issue 
was tried, in which judgment was ultimately entered 
against him, with costs. In taxing the defendant's 
costs in the action upon the bill of exchange, the master 
allowed the plaintiff to deduct the costs due to him from 
the defendant as the unsuccessful claimant in the inter- 
pleader issue. This decision was upheld by Lindley, J., 
and the defendant appealed to the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion. It was urged by the plaintiff's counsel that the 
costs could be set off because they both arose 
out of the same matter—namely, the question of the 
ownership of the goods—but Cockburn, C.J., and Bowen, 
J., held that the two proceedings were distinct, and 
that the set-off should not have been allowed. This 
decision has been reviewed by the Court of Appeal 
(see 24 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 779), and reliance was 
placed by the appellant’s counsel upon rule 19 of the 
Additional Rules as to Costs, 1875, but the court took 
the same view as the Queen’s Bench Division. James, 
L.J., pointed out that the rule meant that the set-off 
must be not merely between two persons, but between 
two parties—i.e., parties to the same proceedings— 
whereas the interpleader was a distinct and collateral 
proceeding as to a matter which was not in question 
in the action itself, the identity of the parties to the 
respective proceedings being a mere accident. In Hx 
parte Griffin, In re Adams (2) (28 W. R. 714, L. R. 
14 Ch. D. 37), the question of setting off costs arose in 
a bankruptcy proceeding, and the Court of Appeal held 
that the Bankruptcy Court ought not to allow the costs 
of a proceeding in the High Vourt to be set off against 
costs in a bankruptcy. James, L.J., pointed out 
that, as was observed by Lord Eldon in Hall v. 
Ody (2 B. & P. 28), the allowance of such a set-off would 
have a tendency to prejudice the lien of the solicitor, who 
was the equitable owner of the costs. 





At the Garstang Sessions on Thursday week, Mr. G. 
Dickson, solicitor, applied on behalf of the overseers of 
the Union for a warrant against Police-constable Lee, of 
the County Lancaster Constabulary, for the non-payment 
of 5s. 1d. for poor-rate due on the 29th of Se conker last. 
Mr. O. H. Sadler, deputy-clerk of the peace for Lancashire 
appeared for the couuty police authorities, who denied the 
liability of the building, which was used for Crown purposes, 
to be rated. It was stated that the epplication was made 
by the overseers in consequence of the threat of the district 
auditor of the Local Government Board to surcharge. It 
was stated that the liability of the police to be thus rated 
would be determined by appeal. No warrant was granted 
pending the appeal, but Mr. Dickson said he would apply 
for a mandamus, 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


ASHWORTH v. MUNN, C.A., 28 W. R. 965. 


The contention of the appellants in this case was 
‘founded on a tolerably obvious fallacy. Real estate 
"belonging to a partnership is treated in equity as per- 
‘sonalty as between the real and personal representatives 
-of the partners. Why? Because the share of a partner 
‘is nothing more than his proportion of the partnership 
assets after they have been turned into money and 
‘applied in liquidation of the partnership debts. In other 
~words, the right of the partner is not to a share of the 
land, but to share of the proceeds of sale of the land. In 
Ashworth v. Munn it was contended that the share of 
-a partner in real estate belonging to the partnership was 
‘to be considered as personal estate for all purposes, 
‘and not only as personal estate, but as pure personalty 
within the Charitable Uses Act (9 Geo. 2,c. 36). Now, 
‘it has long been settled that the proceeds of sale of real 
sestate are not pure personalty within the Act, and it would 
“seem that the decision of the Court of Appeal, that the 
‘share of a partner in land belonging to the partnership 
cannot be given by will to a charity, might have been 
‘rested on the footing that even if the share is personal 
‘estate it is such as being part of the proceeds of 
sale of land, and as such cannot be given to a charity 
except by the observance of the restrictions of the 
Charitable Uses Act. But this view is not referred to 
“in the judgment, and probably either did not occur to the 
court, or was rejected on account of difficulties arising in 
‘reconciling it with the decision in Myers v. Perigal (2 D. 
WM. & G. 599) as to shares in joint-stock companies. The 
court in Ashworth v. Munn based their judgment on the 
ground that the share of a deceased partner is “‘ a charge 
affecting the land” within section 3 of the Charitable 
“Uses Act. ‘“ Whatever,” said James, L.J., “ is due upon 
taking the partnership accounts is a direct charge upon 
the land.” The practical point to be observed is that 
the share of a testator in partnership land cannot be 
‘given by will to a charitable use. 


IN RE ARTHUR, ARTHUR v. WYNNE, M.R., 28 
W. R. 972. 

A difficult and interesting question was raised in this 

_ “ease. A man before his marriage, in 1873, covenanted 
avith trustees to insure his life on or before July 2, 1875. 
Shortly before the latter date his life became uninsurable, 
and he died without having effected an insurance. In 
an action for the administration of his estate, the trustees 
¢@laimed to rank as creditors against the estate for 
damages for breach of the covenant. Now, it is clear 
enough that if the covenant was to be construed as an 
absolute covenant to effect an insurance on or before a 

@iven day, it would be no answer to the claim for 
damages for breach of covenant to say that the coven- 

antor could not possibly have effected the insurance 

-during a short time before the date specified. He had 
nearly two years within which he might have effected it, 
and his representatives could not avail themselves of his 
neglect in order to escape liability on the covenant. But 
was thecovenant absolute ? Was it not subject to anim- 

plied condition that up to the date specified the life of the 

-covenantor should continue to be an insurable life? Con- 
sidering the absolute terms of the covenant, the nature of 

-the contract, and what must have been the fair contempla- 
tion of the parties (namely, to insure a provision for 

Ahe wife and children), the Master of the Rolls thought 
-that there was no implied condition of the kind sug- 
gested. We confess, with great deference, that we should 

have thought that the continuing insurability of the 

-covenantor’s life was, to use the language of Blackburn, 
J., in Taylor v. Caldwell (11 W. R. 726, 3 B. & 8. 

$26), contemplated by the parties, at the time of enter- 

‘dng into the contract, as the very “foundation of what 
svas to be done.” It seems, as the damages were stated 





to have been subsequently arranged between the parties, 
that there will be no appeal from the decision, and the 
point decided should be noticed by those who have to ad- 
vise as to, or to prepare, settlements based on the com- 
mon but troublesome method of provision for wife and 
children by insurance. 





IN RE KNOWLES, ROOSE ». CHALK, V.C.M., 
28 W. R. 975. 

The first question here was whether the Act 11 Geo. 4, 
and 1 Will. 4, c. 40, affects the title of an executor, as 
against the Crown, to the undisposed-of residue of the 
testator’s personal estate. There could not be much 
difficulty as to the answer. The Act, it will be re- 
membered, by section 1, provides that when any person 
shall die, having by will or codicil appointed any executor, 
such executor shall be deemed by courts of equity to be 
a trustee for the person or persons (if any) who would be 
entitled to the estate under the Statute of Distzil 
in respect of any residue not expressly disposed of, 
unless it shall appear by the will or any codicil thereto, 
that the person so appointed executor was intended to 
take such residae beneficially. But section 2 provides that 
nothing in the Act shall affect or prejudice any right 
which any executor, if the Act had not been 
would have been entitled to, in cases where there is not 
any person who would be entitled to the testator’s 
estate under the Statute of Distributions, in respect of 
any residue not expressly disposed of. The effect of this 
last section is clearly to retain the old law unaltered in 
cases where there are no next of kin, and so Vice- 
Chancellor Malins held. In this case, therefore, unless 
there is something in the will to show an intention to 
the contrary, the executors will, as against the Crown, 
take the property for their own benefit. But it was con- 
tended in the recent case that a direction in the will that 
the testatrix’s debts and funeral expenses should be paid 
by her executors showed an intention to the contrary. 
It was urged that this directiongwas equivalent to an 
expression that the purpose of the appointment was ‘‘ to 
see that my will is put in force,” which words in Braddon 
v. Farrand (2 Russ. 87) were held to make the executors 
trustees. But Vice-Chancellor Malins rejected this rather 
far-fetched argument, and took occasion to express his 
disapproval of the decision in Braddon v. Farrand. 





REVIEWS. 


CHITTY’S STATUTES. 


Currry’s Cottecrion or Statutes or Practicat Uriurry, 
ARRANGED INALPHABETICAL AND CHronoLogicaL Orpgr, 
wits Norges Tuerzon. Tus Fourrs Eprrion, By J. M. 
Lzty, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Henry Sweet ; Stevens 
& Sons. 


We are glad tobe able to express strong approval 
of this new edition of Chitty. A glance at the pages 
will show the extent to which the convenience of the 
reader has been consulted in the mechanical arrange- 
ments of the book. The type used is larger than in the 
last edition; the heading of each page includes, besides 
the main catchword, subsidiary words i more 
accurately the subject of the Act given below; and in 
all cases the date of the Act is given in bold figures in 
the heading, and the year and chapter in the margin. 
This renders it easy for the practitioner to find the Act 
he is in search of by means of the headings of pages 
alone. Nor is this the only improvement which has 
been introduced. Each subject upon which several 
statutes are printed is prefaced with a list of the Acts 
and a statement of their general object, with a reference 
to the pages at which they are to be found. Cross- 
references are also given to other titles under which 
matter bearing upon the subject may be found. 

In the more important and difficult matter of the se- 
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lection of the statutes to be printed, we think Mr. Lely 
has generally shown sound judgment. If he has erred 
at all, it is on the safe side of giving too many Acts. 
“Thus he prints the Land Transfer Acts of 1862 and 1875, 
‘which can hardly be said to be referred to in ordinary 
practice, and in all probability, will not be alive a year 
hence. Still in face of the facts that Mr. Dart and his 
editor have thought these Acts worthy of a long sum- 
mary, and that Mr. Prideaux has printed the Act of 1875 
‘in full in the appendix to his Precedents, it would have 
‘been a bold measure to omit them from a collection of 
statutes. So far as our investigation has yet gone, we 
have not detected the omission of any statute of import- 
ance to the practitioner. With regard to the arrange- 
ment of the Acts, we are also generally well satisfied 
with the result of our examination of the book. It would, 
of course, be easy to find instances where it appears to 
us that the convenience of the reader could be better 
consulted by placing a particular statute under a differ- 
ent heading. We should, for instance, have placed 33 & 
34 Vict. c. 44, ‘‘An Act to declare the stamp duty 
chargeable on certain leases,’ under the head of 
‘*Stamps” ; or if this course was not adopted, we should 
have included under the head of “ Leases,” in addition 
to this Act, 39 Vict. c. 16, and the portions of the Stamp 
Act, 1870, relating exclusively to leases. And it would 
certainly have been more convenient if the editor had 
abolished Mr. Chitty’s rather unmeaning heading of 
**Conveyances,” and placed some of the matter under 
the familiar head of “ Vendor and Purchaser.” But 
considering the great difficulty which often arises in 
deciding as to the title under which a statute shall be 
placed, we think Mr. Lely may be congratulated on the 
generally successful way in which he has dealt with the 
matter 


The modern practice of legislation by orders places 
the editor of a book like that before us in considerable 
difficulty. If he prints all the orders, he swells his book 
with matter which practitioners have on their shelves in 
more handy volumes; if he omits all orders, he runs the 
risk of being charged with rendering his book imperfect. 
Mr. Lely has very properly omitted the Bankruptcy 
Rules and the County Court Rules, but he has printed the 
rules under a large number of other statutes, from the 
Debtors Act, 1869, to the Vaccination Act, 1874. 

The notes are terse ard practical; and where, as in 
the case of the Trustee Acts, they are numerous, the 
lengthy expanses of notes which are to be found in former 
editions are avoided ‘by the use of a smaller type. A 
similar expedient would have been useful under 
“* Charities,” where the notes might also, with advantage, 
have been somewhat fuller. 

If anyone thinks that the completion of the Revised 
Statutes has rendered Chitty unnecessary, he should 
turn to the heading *‘ Land Tax” in the latter work, 
and compare the ease with which he can there find 
any provision he wants with the difficulty he experiences 
in hunting out the Acts through the volumes of the 
Revised Statutes, even with the aidof the Statute Index. 
The truth is that, independently of the fact that the 
Revised Statutes come down only to 1868, there will 
always be an opening for a collection of statutes classified 

ing to subject. The practitioner has only to take 
down one of the compact volumes of Chitty, and he has 
at once before him all the legislation on the subject in 
hand. Only those who have frequently to consult the 
statutes can understand the full benefit thus conferred ; 
but we imagine we have said enough to show that the 
remodelled Chitty deserves a place on the practising 
lawyer’s shelves. 





WATERS. 
Tux Law netatinc to Wartens, Sea, Tra, ann In- 
taxp. By H. J. W. Covisow and U. A. Fonnes, Bar- 
risters-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


The authors of this volume have chosen a difficult 





subject, but-one on which they have the advantage of 
the labours of several eminent text-book writers. Some of 
the works of these writers, notably that by Mr. Phear,. 
contain an .unusual amount of that»most ware of all 
qualities in a law work—original and careful thought. 
But it is twenty years since Mr. Phear’s book was 
lished, and, with all its great merits, we believe it was 
never very successful. It contains, we must admit, a 
good deal of ingenious twisting of cases to fit. certain 
theories propounded by the author; too much argu- 
mentativo inference from cases, and too little clear dis- 
tinction between such inference and the positive law 
stated by the writer. If more care had been taken to point. 
out to the reader (by means of quotations from, or refer~ 
ences to, judgments) when the text was founded on the 
decisions of judges and when on the decisions of the 
learned author, the book would probably have met with 
greater success. The authors of the present work cannot 
be said to err in this way. Their references to authorities 
are copious, and their extracts from judgments nume- 
rous; while their speculations and criticisms are fow and 
far between.. They avow in their preface their intention 
to be to confine themselves, as far as possible, “to the 
decisions of the courts as expressed in the words of 
learned judges.” If, however, their mode of dealing: 
with their subject is unambitious, their conception of the- 
subject is not so. They sweep into their net every 
topic connected with waters, including not only the sea, 
but also bridges, and tolls, and rates. 

Perhaps the fairest mode of testing the mode of execu- 
tion of the book will be to take an important recent case as. 
to which the authors must have trusted wholly to their own 
judgment. The first decision we looked for was Hurdman 
vy. North-Eastern Railway Company (26 W. R. 489, 
L. R. 3 ©. P. D. 168), a case of no little interest on the 
difficult question of striking the balance of justice and 
expediency between the rights of adjoining land- 
owners. The case is accurately stated at page 133, and 
the extent of the principle is given in the words of 
Lord Justice Cotton. We do not understand,. 
however, why the important statement in the judgment. 
of the ground of the non-liability of an upper-mine- 
owner for the flow of water to a lower mine should 
be relegated to a foot-note, instead of being added ‘to. 
to the statement, on the next page, of Wilsonv. Waddell, 
We do not think that ground is very satisfactory; but 
it ought, at all events, to be brought to the knowledge 
of the reader who consults the book for information as 
to mines; and it should, moreover, be stated as having 
been laid down in Hurdman’s case, and not 
merely as the suggestion of the authors. The case of 
Holker v. Porrit (21 W. R. 414, 23 W. R. 400, L. R. § Ex. 
115, 10 Ex. 59) seems to us to be inadequately stated 
and discussed; but it is hardly worth while to go 
fully into the subject here. The authors have evidently 
set before themselves a modest standard, and, if judged 
by this, they cannot be said to have been unsuccessful. 
lt appears to us, from a perusil of a considerable: part 
of the work, that the statement of the law is generally 
accurate. Considerable pains have evidently been. 
bestowed on the book, and, although it has no preten- 
sions to originality or scientific arrangemeut,'it will be: 
a useful compendium of the law on a difficult subject. 





COMPANIES. 


Tux Law anv Practice or Joinr Srock anp orHgr Oom- 
panies, &c., &. By Sir Henry Tunme, K.O.B. 
Fovurrs Epition. Edited by G. A. R. Firacpratp, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet; Max- 
well & Sons. ° 
As the draftsman of the Companies Act, 1862, Sir H. 

Thring was able to give to his book more | authority than 

usually attaches to annotated editions of statutes. He 

constructed his work on the principle of, first of all, 


giving a treatise on the Law of Companies, and then 
ing statutes, with notes to the sections, sal the 
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‘treatise and notes have al to to be 
elias didiialdel ce Wicctaxselg : tah dlhae tes aol CORRESPONDENCE. 
Seations and additions introduoed in the last edition by 

° Fitzgerald 6 nereased. notes 
the Acte—the work took its place asione of the standard | THE LAW SOCTETY AND  PARL —_ 


‘text-books on Companies. Since the last edition was 
‘issued there have been passed the three Companies Acts 
of 1877, 1879, and 1880. These are printed in full, and 
———— with notes explaining their cause and general 

These notes appear to us to be a very useful 
feature of the work ; that on the Act of 1879 is exceed- 
‘ingly well done. "There are also, of course, notes 
appended to the sections. The precedents in Appendix 
IL, which are not the least useful part of the book, 
have been added to. We may, however, suggest as desir- 
able the addition of object clauses and articles moulded 
with special reference to the very common case now-a- 
days of the turning of a private business into a limited 
company, in which the shares are to be held by a small 
mumber of persons, and the working of the company is 
: — as possible to resemble that of a private partner- 

“6RIp. 





THE JUDICATURE ACTS. 


‘Tux Supreme Covrr or Jupicatrure Acts AND THE APPEL- 
Late Jvrispicrion Act, 1876, wire Runes or Court 
anp Forms, ro May, 1880, Annorarep so as TO Form a 
Manvat or Practice Aparrep CareFrLy To THE CHAN- 
cERY AND.Common Law Divisions. By R. W. ANDREWs, 
and A. B. Sronzy, Barristers-at-Law. Reeves & 
Turner. 

This is a compact. and handy edition of the Acts and 

Rules; and as it includes all the rules, up to those pub- 

lished in May last (the latest issued except the order as to 

fees.of search, &c., issued in September last), and has all 

‘the rules placed under their proper orders, the book will 

he well worth buying as a mere matier of convenience to 

‘the practitioner. But the work has other merits. The 

‘notes of cases appended to the sections and rules are very 

condensed, but so far as we have tested them they appear 

to be exceptionally intelligent and accurate. They are 
very seldom mere copies of head-notes, and often indicate 
that the authors have considered the cases cited with 
care, 





LEGAL DIARY. 

‘Tre Lawyer's Companion AnD Diary anv Lonpon anp 
Provincia Law Direcrory ror 1881. Edited by 
Joun Tuompson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Thirty-fifth 
Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons; Shaw & Sons. 

This well-known Diary needs no commendation be- 
yond the simple announcement of its publication. We 
have tested it by many years’ use, and can testify that 
it is complete, accurate, and convenient. 








In the Court of Appeal, on Tuesday, the Lord Chancellor 

-end the Attorney-General paid a tribute of esteem to the 
late Lord Justice Thesiger. The Lord Chancellor said that 
‘the late Lord Justice “ was advanced to this Court of Appeal 
‘ata very zarly age in comparison with the age at which 
‘men usually attain to distinction, and after a professional 
career, brilliant indeed, but comparatively short. In 
another = so rapid and so early en om 
perhape, have provoked some envy, but with him it was 
attained with universal goodwill. While he sat on the 
bench he fully justified the discernment of those who ad- 
vieed the Crown to promote him, by his knowledge, by his 
‘learning, by his patience, by his industry, and by that un- 
and dignity of demeanour which in him no 
could change. While he lived he did good 


a 


vo ol kom gar matiempeyartond the bench while 
oped that it would for many 
<icsiten G oronaiorens Wavene 
ve now been disappointed, and all that it re- 


to say is that we shall long deplore his loss, 
oc uitethenaiaty regard his memory.” 
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[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The suggestion that the profession or the Law 
Society should be represented in Parliament is one, I 
think, well entitled to consideration. 

Mr. Keen’s paper on the subject will no doubt shortly 
be circulated, with the account of the society’s trans- 
actions at Sheffield, when his reasons. in support of the 
suggestion can be more fully considered. 

I have, however, been led to look into the society’s 
last annual report to see how far it affords any informa- 
tion showing that the council really require the aid.of a 
parliamentary representative. The report refers. at some 
length to the amendment of the law of real. property, 
with special reference to the papers read at the Cam- 
bridge meeting, and explains the course pursued by the 
council with regard thereto. 

It appears that the council were frequently in ecom- 
munication with the Lord Chancellor upon the Bills 
which he introduced last February, respectively entitled 
the “ Settled Lands Bill” and the “ Conveyancing and 
Law of Property Bill.” All the proposals. of the council 
were considered and many were adopted. 

In referring to the exertions made by the council, the 
report hopes that the influence thus exercised will serve 
to show that solicitors are not averse to the improvement 
and simplification of the law, though it may involve a 
curtailment of their pecuniary privileges. Now I can- 
not help feeling that, in considering the details of the 
Lord Chancellor's Bills, the council would have been 
materially assisted if they could have secured the con- 
stant attention of a member directly representing the 
interests of the profession in the House of Commons, 
and that the passage of the Bills would, have been greatly 
facilitated if they had reached the Lower House, sup- 
posing they could have been authoritatively supported by 
such a member. Moreover, there are practical details 
connected with the amendment of the law of real 
property of the greatest importance to clienta, with 

which solicitors only are competent effectually to deal. 

Then, with regard to the remuneration of 
which was another subject considered by the council, there 
are few questions of more practical importance both to 
solicitors and their clients. A member, therefore, ad+ 
dressing the House of Commons, even on this compara- 
tively small topic, as the representative of the profession, 
could not fail to command attention and. to contribute 


no means easy, question. 
apply to the many other important matters with which 
the society’s report shows the council had been dealing 
during the previous year. The. space pol 
necessarily prevents my referring to in 
Those, however, of your readers who a 

matter further can consult the report and satisfy them- 
selves upon the point. But I venture to submit that 
in the consideration of many of the matters from time 


value and materially promote 

council might desire to attain. Inaddition, I apprehend 
frequent references are made to the council by members 
outside the council, which, in order te be adequately 
disposed of, would probably render it necessary to put 
a question in the House of Commons. 

At the present time there is no member by whom the 
council can require the requisite interrogatory to be 
put. Again, the Lord Chancellor, or the Attorney- 
General for the time being, may differ from the council 
as to the necessity for, or the contents of,a Bill, It 
may be that the council is right, and that the Lord Chan- 
cellor or the Attorney-General is wrong. Surely in order 
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to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion it would seem just 
for there to be some member officially to anhounce, and 
to enforce, the views of the council upon the particular 
point. I know of no body so much consulted as the 
council on matters affecting legislation. If it is right 
that all professions should possess a parliamentary 
representative, that is an additional reason, but very far 
from being the only reason, for accepting Mr. Keen’s 
proposal. In all commissions affecting the administra- 
tion of justice, or the amendment of the law in any 
particular upon which it is probable that a solicitor may 
be consulted, it is now almost the invariable rule to 
invite the president, or some other member of the 
council, to become a member of the commission. 

I think there is great force in the remark of ‘‘ One 
who was Present” that solicitors now in Parliament 
must, in the first place, consider their duty to their 
constituents. Mr. Whitley, the member for Liverpool, 
is no doubt quite willing to give to the council all the 
parliamentary assistance in his power. With, however, the 
duties of so large a constituency as Liverpool, which is 
so deeply interested in mercantile matters and legisla- 
tion generally, it is not to be expected that Mr. Whitley, 
or, indeed, any solicitor in Parliament, can give the 
time and attention of which the council has probably 
often stood in need. 

I confess that until Mr. Keen drew attention to the 
suggestion it had not occurred to me. It is certainly 
worthy of full consideration. If the profession should 
become entitled to be represented in Parliament, surely 
that candidate would be elected who should appear most 
fitted by his judgment, experience, knowledge, and 
ability, to command the attention of the House. He 
might be a Liberal-Conservative or a Conservative- 
Liberal; and although, in the event of a contest, 

itics would influence the result, yet no such member 
would stand the chance of being re-elected if he should 
prove a failure, no matter what might be his political 
views. 

I repudiate entirely the idea that the adoption of the 
proposal would introduce into our ranks an element of 
political antagonism. The election would be quietly 
conducted in the same manner as the election of mem- 
bers for the Universities. Exertions would, of course, 
be made on behalf of opposing candidates by their sup- 
porters, after the same fashion, I suppose, as is now 
frequently done to secure the election of a particular 
member to the council. For my own part, I like to see 
exertions of this kind. They tend to show that the 
members of our profession are not so apathetic as they 
used certainly to be, and that they really take an interest 
in the election. It is because in times gone by we have 
been so wrapped up in our own individual and separate 
interests that we bave sometimes failed to rise in the esti- 
mation of the public to the true dignity of the important 
position we occupy in the manifold duties of their daily 
life. Thanks tothe efforts of the council, especially in 
recent years, and growing in importance every year, 
much has been accomplished. There yet remains ground 
oo covered which only our own apathy can prevent us 
There are, of course, objections which may be urged 
against Mr. Keen’s proposal. I am by no means disposed 
at any time to arrive at a hasty conclusion. I should like, 
therefore, to hear from some of your correspondents, 
who may have given attention to the matter and have 
come to an unfavourable conclusion, what are the 
grounds upon which they think that Mr. Keen’s proposal 
should not be adopted, or why, if right theoretically, it is 
nevertheless impracticable ? Lex. 





THE BRIGHTON MEETING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sir,—A discussion has arisen in several quarters as to 
the probable tax upon our Brighton friends incident to 
their generous offer to receive the Incorporated 


| 





Law Society in October next. Various proposals have: 
been made, but I venture to think that the suggestion 
of a “ purse,” thrown out by me at Sheffield (which was. 
immediately indorsed by a knot of acquaintances), has- 
not been improved upon at present. : 

There is little doubt that an entertainment at London-- 
super-Mare is likely to attract a large number of solici- 
tors from all parts of England, especially in the month. 
of October, when many of us visit Brighton almost as of. 
course. It would not surprise me if the attendance far: 
exceeds that at any of the other towns—perhaps, indeed, 
it will be greater than if the congress were held in 
London itself, making the tax upon the limited resources. 
of Brighton obviously out of all proportion. 

Of course, it may be said that our Sussex friends have- 
calculated all this, and that it is beyond our province to. 
intervene ; but the circumstances are of a very ex 
tional character, and I do not think that Brighton would 
lose any of its dignity by accepting a contribution in a. 
lump sum from London men. This need not interfere. 
with the help from the Law Society on certain heads, 

A large number of town solicitors would, I think, be. 
willing to subscribe a guinea or more to a fund, whilst 
many would probably hesitate to pay a fixed price for a 
dinner ticket (even if Brighton would listen to such a 
suggestion, which I doubt), for this process would tend’ 
to destroy the sentiment of an “invitation” and create 
an awkward precedent. I know several men who would: 
willingly form a committee if this proposal to start a. 
subscription meets with any general approval. 

Francis K. Munton. 

3, Lambeth-hill, Queen Victoria-street, Nov. 1, 1880, 


P.S.—The foregoing was written before I had had an. 
opportunity of reading the letters in your columns of 
the 23rd and 30th of October. Such letters, however, do» 
not much touch my particular point, and I will'’only just 
add that I was the individual alluded to as having sug- 
gested to our friend Mr. Howlett (at the Chatsworth 
lunch) that he might expect a thousand visitors at 
Brighton, and I do not think I shall be far out in my 
reckoning. F. K. M. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Leave TO APPEAL OBTAINED BY Person Not A Party 
to AcTion.—In a case of Markham v. Markham, before the. 
Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the question arose how leave 
to appeal from an order was to be obtained by a person who 
was interested in the subject-matter of an action, bat who was 
not a party to it. The action was an administration one, 
and an order had been made on further consideration de- 
claring that the residuary estate of the testator was, on the 
true construction of his will, divisible among such of his 
brothers and sisters and the brothers and sisters of his wife. 
as had survived the wife, and such of the children as had 
survived the wife of such brothers and sisters of the testator 
and the brothers and sisters of the wife as were living 
at the date of the will, and had subsequently died in the life- 
time of the testator, or in the lifetime of the wife. One ofi 
the sisters of the widow had died before the widow, leav 
one child, who had also died before the widow. This 
claimed to be entitled under the will to a share of the. 
testator’s residue; and he had made an assignment of his. 
interest. The assignee was not a party to the action, and 
had not been served wita notice of the decree, and upon the 
hearing on further consideration be was in no way represented. 
He desired to appeal from the order on furtber consideration,. 
and he applied by motion ez parte to the Court of Appeal for: 
leave to appeal. It was urged on his behalf that under the. 


old practice in the Court of Chancery, as shown by the case 
of Parmiter v. Parmiter (2 D, F. & J. 526)y leave to appeal. 
in such a case would have been o by an ez parte. 


petition or motion in the Court of Appeal, and that, inas- 
much a8 no provision on the subject is contained in the 
Judicature Acts or rules, the old practice still remains. The 
Court (Lord Szxzonne, O,, and Brerr and Corron, L.JJ.). 
acceded to this view, and gave leave to appeal upon produc- 
tion to the registrar of an affidavit of the title of the, 
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applicant to the interest of the deceased child.—Soxicitors, 
Doncan, Warren, § Gardner. 


Tre ror ApPpeALINc—PoWER OF ADMINISTRATOR TO 
Sa. Rear Estare.—In a case of Inre Clay and Tetley, 
béore the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., the question 
‘ws raised whether an appeal bad been brought in time. A 
sunmons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, was 
talen out by a vendor asking that the purchaser’s requisitions 
an| objections in respect of the title to the property con- 
trated to be sold had been sufficiently answered by the 
vewdor, and that a good title had been shown in pedis Poe 
wit the contract. On the hearing of this summons, Hall, 
V.t., made an order that ‘‘ this court, being of opinion that 
a god title has not been shown to the said hereditaments, 
doti not think fit to make any order on'the said application, 
butdoth order that the applicant do pay” the purchaser’s 
cost of the application, This order was pronounced on the 
26thof June. Notice of appeal by the vendor was served 
on he purchaser on the 17th of July (a Saturday), 
but rot till after two p.m. The purchaser took the 
objetion that the sppeal was too late. The court 
(JeseL, M.R., and James and Corron, L.JJ.) held that 
the cder contained in substance a declaration of the 
right of the parties, and that consequently it was not a 
simp} refusal, and the time for appealing did not run 
from he date of the pronouncing of the order, but from 
the dée of its completion. Jxzsszt, M.R., said that when- 
ever m order contained a declaration as such, or as an 
expresion of the opinion of the court, so as to bind the 
rights f the parties, it did not amount to a simple refusal 
so as ti: compel the bringiug of an appeal within twenty- 
one day from the date of the pronouncing of the order. 
On the merits of the case, the question was whether an 
adminisrator cum testamento annexo could sell real estate 
of the estator for the purpose of paying his debts, the 

nal estate being insufficient. The testator by his 
will direted that his debts should be paid by his executors 
thereinater named, and, in case his personal estate was 
insufficie\t for that purpose, then he charged his real 
estate wih the payment of the deficiency. He then made 
beneficial devises and bequests of his real and personal 
estate, aid appointed two persons executors. After his 
death the persons ed as executors renounced probate, 
and letten of administration, with the will annexed, were 
granted t» the testator’s widow. The personal estate 
was insuficient to pay the testator’s debts, and the 
administrarix entered into a contract to sell a part 
of the reil estate. The purchaser objected that the 
administatix had no implied power under the. will to sell 
the real estite, either independently of the provisions of sec- 
tion 16 of he Act 22 & 28 Vict. o. 35, or by virtue of 
those provisons. Hall, V.C. held that the objection was 
well foundec, and the Court of Appeal (Jessen, M.R., and 
James and Corton, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. JEssEL, 
M.R., said that a power to sell the real estate of a testator 
for payment of his debts was implied in executors, because 
they were appointed by the will to pay the debts. They 
were the nominees of the testator, and if his personal estate 
was insufficient to pay his debts, they had an implied power 
to sell his real estate. Butthere was no authority showing 
that the court had ever implied such a power in an adminis- 
trator who was not appointed. by the testator but was an 
officer of the Probate Court. The testator could not be 
supposed to have anticipated that his executors would re- 
nounce probate. It would not be right that the court 
should now for the first time imply such a power in the 
officer of the court. And, as to section 16 of the Act, it was 
carefully framed so as to confine the power given by it to 
executors and on whom the executorship should 
devolve. It was impossible to suppose that the Legislature 
had forgotten that there were such persons as administrators, 
and there was no ground for giving to the words of the 
section any meaning but their natural one.—SoLiciTors, 
Dubois ¢ Reid ; Gard, Corbin, § Hail. 








ALTERATION or ORDER WHEN Passep AND ENTERED— 
Lxavs to Move ror Discuarc® or Winpine-vp OrpDER— 
Fonm or Onprk.—-In a case of Re Flagstaf’ Silver Mining 
Company of Utah (Limited), before the Master of the Rolls 
on the 2nd inst., a motion was made by a oreditor of the 








company to stay the drawing up of an order made by~ 
Pollock,. B., sitting as Vacation Judge, on September 8, 
which discharged, as alleged, a previous order of the 
Master of the Rolls for the winding up of the company, 
made on the 24th of July, and that the carriage of such 
last-mentioned order might be given to the applicant. 
The facts were as follows:—It appeared that three peti-.- 
tions were presented to the Master of the Rolls to wind up 
the company by Metz, Hill, and Sadler. On the 24th of 
July @ winding-up order was made on Metz and Hill’s 
petitions, but an arrangement was made giving liberty 
to the company to move to discharge the order if 
the two petitioners were settled with within a week. On- 
the 3lst of July, the two petitioners having been 
paid, a motion was made to discharge the winding-up order, 
and the Master of the Rolls then discharged the winding-up 
order in Metz and Hill’s petitions, but made a winding-up 
order on Sadler’s petition, giving leave to the company to 
move to discharge such order in payment before the Vacation 
Judge. It appeared that on the 31st of July, notwithstanding 
notice by the company that they intended to pay off Merz 
and Hill’s petitions, a winding-vp order on these two 
petitions was passed and entered, the order being in the 
usual form, and without reserving any liberty to the company 
to discharge the order within a week. When the application 
to the Master of the Rolls on the 3lst of July was made, the 
company did not know that the order had been passed and 
entered. On the 8th of September, on the ew parte appliea— 
tion of the company in pursuance of the liberty reserved, 
as Sadler's debt had been paid, Pollock, B., discharged the 
winding-up order of the 31st of July. On the 29th of 
September a creditor of the company moved to stay the- 
drawing up of Pollock B.’s order, and after some discussion, 
it was arranged that the motion should stand to the 2nd of 
November, without prejudice to any question ; things in the- 
meantime to remain in statu quo, and the order of the 8th of © 
September not to be drawn up. The creditor had filed an 
affidavit in the application, in which he stated he was in- 
formed and believed that the Master of the Rolls had 
directed the drawing up of the order to be suspended for a. 
week, to enable the company to pay off the petitioners, but 
that as the company had not done ¢0, the order had been 
passed and entered, and that on the 8th of September an 
application was made to Pollock, B., to discharge the order 
of the 24th of July, on the ground that the company had 
paid off the petitioner’s debts, and that there being no 
Opposition, the judge had discharged the order of the Master 
of the Rolls. ‘The applicant also submitted that the pay- 
ment by the company of Sadler’s debt after the winding-up 
order was improper, and that the winding-up order operated 
in favour of all the creditors. The applicant, therefore, 
asked to have the conduct of the winding-up order given to 
him. Jxsset, M.R., in refusing the motion, did not. 
ca!l upon the company’s counsel, and said the costs 
must follow the event. He said that he had granted. 
leave to the company, the sole respondents in 
Metz and Hill's petitions, to move to discharge 
the order made on payment of their respective debts 
with costs within a week, and such orders he frequently: 
made. The order, therefore, of the 24th of Jaly ought 
either not to have been drawn up for a week, or if drawn 
up within the week should have contained a reservation of 
the liberty to move to discharge it. The order had, how-- 
ever, been and entered by the petitioners’ solicitor 
on the 3lstof Jaly, and this must have been through some~ 
misapprehension, as on the 31s: of July the order of the 
24th of July was discharged, and there was an end of the 
whole matter, except that there was another petition on 
which an order was made on the Slst of July, but leave to- 
discharge that order before the Vacation Judge had again 
been given by him. That petitioner was also paid, and the- 
winding: up order of the 3lst of Jaly was quite properly 
discharged by Mr. Baron Pollock. Another creditor, how-- 
ever, discovered that the winding-up order had been 
and entered, and then assumed erroneously that 
such order had been discharged by Mr. Baron Pol-- 
look without any jurisdiction to do so. It appeared 
to him that the applicant must take the consequence of the 
mistake he had made, as he might very easily have gone to- 
the company’s solicitor and ascertained the facts as to the: 
several orders, No solicitor should assume that a judge 
would discharge the final order of another judge without 
jurisdiction, and it certainly did appear as it the creditor 
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‘had assumed all this. Unless there had been the leave 
py wi hae ree that could have discharged his 
order would have the Appeal Court, and he, of course, 
could have similarly no jarisdiction to discharge the order of 
Mr. Baron Pollock. The result was that even if the appli- 
cant had any merits, which he had not, the order of Mr. 
Baron Pollock could only have been discharged by the 
Appeal Court. If his order of the 24th of July were ook 
“it could haye been corrected under ord. 59, r. 2, of Api 
1880, and the creditor had not chosen to inquire, or he 
would have seen what a slight error had been made. The 
motion must, therefore, be dismissed with costs.—Soxicr- 
tors, Snell @ Greenip; A. Kirby. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS.* 
Berore Me. Recistrak MurrarY. 
Nov. 3.—Re Davis. 

Receiver appointed and injunction granted under petition for 
liquidation, although the debtor's stock-in-trade does not ex- 
ceed £15 in value. 

This was an application for the appointment of a receiver, 
-and for an injunction to restrain an action brought by 
‘Frederick Smith, one of the creditors. 

W. G. Whitmarsh (solicitor) for the debtor. 


The debtor, Thomas Davis, had presented a petition 
for liquidation by arrangement or composition under 
-sections 125 and 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
He carried on the business of an oilman, and he 
estimated his debts to be £170, with assets consisting 
of stock-in-trade of the estimated value of £15, and 
the lease of the premises, 6, Wharf-road, Stratford, held by 
him for the unexpired term of nineteen years at the annual 
rental of £15. The affidavit filed ia support of the applica- 
tion showed that the debtor was being sued by Frederick 
Smith, a creditor for £26, in one of the county courts, and 
judgment would be due in the action on the 6th inst. 

Mr. Recrsrrak Mcrray.—The debtor states his stock-in- 
trade to be of the value of £15 only, bat in the present state 
of the law you are entitled to the appointment of a receiver 
and to an injunction. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wirruzam Jonsson Cieza, solicitor, of Sheffield, has 
been elected an Alderman for that borough. Mr was 
-admitsed a solicitor in 1368. 

Mr. Atrzep Deace Brockman, solicitor and notary, of 
Folkestone, has been elected Clerk to the Sandgate Local 
Board. Mr. Brockman was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Cuazizs Dicxrssos Frevp, barrister, LL.D., has 
been appointed a Judge of the High Court of Judicature at 
~Caleutta, im sucecssion to Sir Lewis Stewart Jackson, re- 
signed. Mr. Justice Field isan LL.D. of Trinity College, 
Dublin, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
“Trimity Term, 1870. He bas been a member of the Bengal 
Civil ice since 1860, and he is 2 member of the Legis- 
lative Council of Bengal. 

Mr. Josera Borroxter Prars, barrister, M.P., has 
been sppoisted Janior Prosecuting Counsel to the Post-office 
om the North-Eastern Circuit, in succession to Mr. William 
Themas Greenhow, who has been appointed a judge of 
county courts. Mr: Firth was born in 1842, snd he is an 
LL.B. of the University of London. He was valled to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1866, and he was 
lected MP. for Chelsea inthe Liberal interest at the late 
_gemers| election. 

Mr. Hewzy Awpeape Harven, barrister, has been elected 
a Member of the itan Board of Works, as a repre- 
sentative of the vestry of the parish Mr, 
Harben was called to the bac at the Inner Temple in 
Hillary Term, 1871, and he is 2 member of the South- 
Maatern Covent. 


Mr. Wuxux Eowarn Law, solicitor, of Barnstaple, has 
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been: appointed. Clerk ‘tothe: Magistrates foc the Brennten 
Division of Devonshire, on the resignation of his father, Mr. 
Thomas Hooper Law. Mr. W. E. Law was admitted a soli- 


citor in 1858, and he is clerk to the Barnstaple Schoyl 
Board. 








The Right Hon. Sir Rosert Lusu, knight, senior puis 
judge of the Queen’s Bench Division, has been 
Judge of the Court of Ap in succession to the late Led 
Justice Thesiger. Lord Justice Lush is the son of the 
Mr. Robert Lush, of Shaftesbury, and he was born in 18@. 
He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in —s 
Term, 1840, and practisedon the Home Circuit, Ie 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1857, and. in 1865 sueceeied 
the late Mr. Justice Crompton as a puisne j of ihe 
Court of Queen’s Bench, and received the honour of knigt- 
hood. He is the author of a treatise on “ Queen’s Bach 
Practice” and of some minor legal publications. He 
was a member of the Judicature Commission. and ofthe 
Royal Commission on the Criminal Code Bill. The lord 
Justice isa bencher of Gray’s-inn, and was sworn a member 
of the Privy Council about a year ago, 

Mr. Errenne Petierean, barrister, has been apponted 
Sabstitute-Procureur and Advocate-General for the Clony 
of Manritius. Mr. Pellereau was called co the bar a the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1860. 


Mr. Epwarp Haxwazp Perrin, solicitor, of ‘bmple 
Cloud, has been appointed Registrar of the Temple Cloud 
County Court (Circuit No. 52), in succession to Mr John 
Rees Mogg, resigned. Mr. Perrin had acted for some.ime as 
deputy-registrar. He was admitted a solicitor in 182, and 
is also clerk to the Clutton Board of Guardians, Asessment 
Committee, and Highway Board, and superintenden regis- 
trar. 


Mr. James Prenpercast, Chief Justice of New Zealand, 
has been appointed to administer the Government of that 
colony, until the arrival of the new Governor, St Arthur 
Gordon, The Chief Justice is the son of the late Ms Michael 
Prendergast, Q.C., recorder of Norwich and judje of the 
Sheriffs’ Court of the City of London. He was edicated at 
St. Panl’s School and at Queen’s College, Cambrdge, and 
he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter 
Term, 1856. He was for several years Attorney-teneral of 
New ~ Nama and was appointed Chief Justice ofshe colony 
in 1875. 

Mr. Josepn HawortH RepMAn, barrister, ha; been ap- 

i Recorder of the Borough of Ludlow, in stecession to 
the late Mr. George Browne, @.C. Mr. Reiman was 
called to the bar in ilar y Term, 1870, and pradises on the 
Oxford Circait, and at the Staffordshire and Shropshire 
Sessions. 


Mr. Marrnew Wess, solicitor, of Barbicin-chambers, 
Barbican, has been appointed Solicitor to th» Parish of 
St. Botolpb, Aldersgate. Mr. Webb was admitied a solicitor 
in 1876. 


Mr. Warxin Wiriiams, Q.C., M.P., has. been appointed 
a Judge of the Queen’s Bench Division, in succession to Lord 
Justice Lusb. Mr. Justice Williams is the son of the Rev, 
Peter Williams, rector of Liansannan, Denbighshire. He 
was born in 1828, and studied for the medical 
but afterwards entered atthe Inner Temple, where he was 
called to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 1854. He isa memberjol 
the South-Eastern Circuit. He became a Queen's Counseliin 
1873. He was M.P. for the Denbigh Boroughs in the Liberal 
interest from Os ee ee nee rs 
when he was returned Carnarvonshire, Mr. J ustivce 
Williams is a magistrate for Denbighshire, and a bencher :of 





the Inner Temple. He is married to a of Lord 
Justice Lush. 

1,745 Newspapers recommend Macniveg & Cameron's Pens, 
“They are without doubt the best pens invented.”—Argus. 


They come as a boon and # blessing to men 
The Pickwick, the Owl, ond the Waverley Pen.” : 
08. y 
olichtors’. Aikornoys? 


VAinburgh, Penmakers 
ment Offices. (Ystablished 1770.)—[Apvr.} 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Srock ComPaANizs. 
Luxrrgp In CHANCERY. 
— aay Company, Lixrtzp.—Petition for windi: BP, of gg sme 
, clirected to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on Fraser, 

patel st, solicitor for the 

Osnorne, ms etry anv Company, Limrrep.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Oct 27, to be before V.C. Bacon, 
am Nov 6. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Tweedale 
and Co, Oldham, solicitors for the petitioners 

Oxrorp anp CaMBRIDGE TcILET vs, Limitrep.—The Vacation 
Jidge has, by an order dated Oct 13, — William Williams, 


King st, Cheapside, to be official 
= liquidate (Gazette, Oct 29.] 


CuEuIcAL AND AmMonracaL Liquor Company, Liurrep.—The 
MLR. has, by an order dated July 10, appointed Thomas Adams, 
Cambridge st, Birmingham, to be official liquidator 

Great Eastern Guiaciartum Company, Limrrep.—Creditors are 
soginet, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and baigy woe ag 

the Gredunn Bdge Fal of their debts or claims to Henry 8 
idgs. Feb 17 at 12is appointed for hearing ad- 
adenine upon the debts and claims 

Matiocx Bata Hore. Company, Luwitzp.—The M.R. has fixed 
Nov \2 at 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for the 
appoiatment of an official liqui dator 

Newsraper Reonppa Gonseace swe ae ye, Lamurrep.—Petition 
for winding wu be heard before V.C. 
Hall, or Nov 2. Crowder and Co, Lincoln's s inn fields, agents for 
Dalton and Co, Cardiff, solicitors for the petitioners 

—— eel as fea neh enenniddme aie Lord 

i) ig, has, by an order dated appoin' omas mn, 
Cooper st, Manchester, & be official li ligquideeor 
[ Gazette, Nov. 2.] 


Unirmitep in CHANCERY. 


Great Britaty Mutvat Lire Assurance Socrery.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Oct 28, directed to be heard before the 
M.R., on Nov 13. Longeroft and Myers, Clement's inn, solicitors 


for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, Nov. 2.] 


County Panativne oF LANCASTER. 


Maycuester and County Insurance Company, Liwirzp.—By an 
order made by the V.C., dated Oct 30, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up 

[ Gazette, Nov 2.] 


Farenpty Socrerres Dissoiven. 
a Frrenptx Socrery, Crown Inn, Burnham, Somerset, 


[ Gazette, Oct. 29. } 





OBITUARY. 


MR. ACTON TINDAL. 


Mr. Acton Tindal, solicitor (of the firm of Tindal & 
Baynes), clerk of the peace for Buckinghamshire, died at 
the Manor House, Aylesbury, on the orth ult. Mr, Tindal 
was the son of Mr, Thomas Tindal, solicitor, of Arenas, 
and was a nephew of Lord Chief Justice Sir Nicholas 
Tindal. He was born in 1811, and was educated at the 
Charterhouse. He was admitted a solicitor in 1834, and 
had ever since practised at Aylesbury. He was formerly 
in partnership with his father, and more recently with Mr. 
Edward Robert Baynes, who is clerk to the lieutenancy for 
Buckinghamshire, and to the Commissioners of Income, Land, 
and Assessed Taxes for the Hundred of Ashendon. Ia 
1838 he succeeded his father as clerk of the peace for 

hamshire, and he held that office until his 

death. He was also clerk to the county magistrates at 
code 7 Archdeaconry of Bucking- 
hameh rpetual commissioner for 
Buckingham and had { ‘fill the office of under-sheriff 
coe county. He took an active part in local business, 
eg wept of the Ayles- 
ine also a member of the local 
hens, aod churchwarden of St. Mary’s Parish. He was an 
party in the county 
and h. Mr. Tindal was lord of the manor of Ayles- 
bury. He wan married to the only daughter of the Rev. Johan 
Harrison, vicar of Dinton, Buckinghamshire. He became a 
® year ego, and leaves three sons and one 


MR, WILLIAM TODD. 


Me. William. Todd, solicitor and notary, of Hart] 
died.at Preston-on-Tees on the 19th ult. Mr, Todd was 
born in 1830, and was admitted a solicitor in 1855, and had 
an extensive ‘business in the town and nei ghbourhood of 
Hartlepool. He was originally in partmenshiie with Mr. 
Edward Hodgson, but more-recently he had practised alone. 


‘| He was a notary public, and had been for many years clerk 


and solicitor to the Trustees of Smith’s Charity. Mr. Todd 


took an active part in municipal business, having been for a. 


long time a member of the Hartlepool Town Council. He 

was recently placed in the commission of the peace for the 

borough. He actively supported the local Conservative 

party, and was a leadiog member of the South Durham and 

North Yorkshire Law Society, having been president of that 

soos See Mr. Todd was buried at Hart Church on the 
t. 


ee 


MR. ROGER MONTGOMERIE. 


Mr. Roger Montgomerie, advocate, deputy clerk register 
for Scotland, died of typhoid fever on the 25th ult. Mr. 
Montgomerie was the third son of Mr. William Eglinton 
Montgomerie, of Aanick Lodge, Ayrshire, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at Rugby and at St. John’s College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1851, and M.A, in 
1854, and he was admitted a member of the F aculty of Ad- 
vocates in Scotland in 1852. He was an advocate depute 
from February, 1858, til) June, 1859, from June, 1866, till 
December, 1868, and a third time from February, 1874, till 
March, 1880. In 1868 he contested North Ayrshire in the 
Conservative interest, but he was defeated by Mr. William 
Finnie by a small majority. He was again a candidate in 
1874, when he defeated Mr. Finnie by more than 200 votes. 
He retired from Parliament at the recent dissolution, and- 
just before the change of Government he was appointed 
aay clerk register for Scotland. Mr. Montgomerie was- 
for several years a captain in the City of Ediaburgh Rifle 
Fubasese, and he Was & magistrate and deputy-lieutenant. 
for Ayrshire. 


MR EDWARD HENRY SELFE. 


Mr. Epwarp Henry Sexrs, barrister, died very suddenly 
at Trentham, Staffordshire, on the 17th ult. Mr. Selfe was the 
eldest son of Mr. Henry Selfe Selfe, many years a metropolitan 
— magistrate, his) mother being a daughter of the late Ven. 

illiam S of Coventry. Hewasborain 1343, 
hoo was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, where he grada- 
ated third class in law and modern history ia 1866. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Frise Ae beige + 
1868, and practised on the Oxford Circuit, 
Gloucestershire, Worcestershire, Wolverhampton, and Walall 
Sessions. He had a good criminal business at circuit and 
sessions, and sat for some time as a county coart La ig 
Staffordshire, as deputy for his uncle, the late Mr, Wi 
Spooner. Mr. Spooner had received several briefs for the 
Worcestershire Sessions, which were held two days after his 
death. The melancholy news occasioned great sorrow among 
the members of the bar, and Mr George Woodyatt Hastings. 
M.P., the chairman of the Court, expressed his regret at 
Mr. Selfe’s deatb, and his sense of his high personal and pro- 
fessional character. The younger brother of the 
Mr, William Lucius Selfe, was principal secretary to Lord 
Cairns, when Lord Chancellor. 


MR, CHARLES WOOLDRIDGE. 


Mr. Charles Wooldridge, solicitor, notary, and proctor, of 
Winchester, died on the 18th ult. in bis eighty-second year. 
Mr. Wooldridge was the son of Mr. Charles Wooldridge, 
solicitor, He was born in 1798, and was admitted a soliei-- 
tor in 1822, and had practised for nearly sixty years at 
Winchester. He was formerly in. ade peuet with his 
father, whom he succeeded nearly forty ch tg ~—_ the 
office of de oy Pe op of the diocese 
more recen @ had been associated _ cee a a 
Charles Wooldridge, junior, who was admitted a solicitor ia 
ee He was a pudlic, clerk to the Winchester 





pike Trust, pene MR rw of the Winchester Coa-~ 





sistory Court, reg’strar of the hospital ef St, Cross, and 
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solicitor to the Winchester Gas and Water Companies. He 
‘was also for many years clerk to the Commissioners of 
‘Zand, Asseased, and Property Taxes, whiich office is now 
held by his son. Mr. Wooldridge twice served the office 
of mayor of Winchester, and he was one of the magistrates 
dor that city. 





SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at 
the Hall of the Incorpornted Law Society, Chancery-lane, on 
Thursday, the 4th of November, the following being pre- 
~sent :—viz., Mr. Desborough, chairman ; Messrs. Tylee, 
L. Desborough, junr., E. J. Bristow, Williamson, Sidney 
Smith, Drew, Styan, and A. B. Carpenter, secretary, a grant 
of £50 was made to the daughter of a member and £20 to 
two non-members, and the ordinary general busimess was 


~transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Micuarimas Examination, 1880. 


Geserat Exammation oF StupENTS oF THE INNS OF 
Court, held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 18th, 19th, 20th, 
and 21st of October, 1880. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the 
following stadeats certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed a public examination :— James Edward Aldous, 
“Archibald Bence Bence-Jones, Herbert Francis Blaine, Moses 
Wathaniel Bothamley, John Brooks, Jobn Mainwaring 
Brown, Edward Palmer Chapman, William Ovens Clark, 
Arthur Joseph Coppinger, Arthur Denman, Klaas Fritzes 
De Vries, Edmund Charles Tennyson D’Eyncourt, Hugh 
James Gillispie, Thomas Arnold Christian Hampson, Edward 
William Hansell, George Edward Hermon, Frederick Gage 
‘Heygate, Edward Windsor Hussey, William Price James, 
Reginald Jones, Joseph Lewis Arnold Lamy, Robert Marray 
Lawes, Frederick John Lewis, Henry Gordon Mackenzie, 
Robert Furze McMillan, Herbert Picton Morris, John Philip 
Monster, Joakim Nicholas Pogose, Arthur Pierre Poley, Jiju 
Sanjo, Montague Shearman, James Sidebottom, Thomas 
Keay Tapling, William Whitaker Thompson, Arthur Horatio 
“Yodd, and Stanley John Weyman, of the Inaer Temple ; 
Ramsay Douglas Broadfoot, William Burd, Samuel Walter 
-Cearns, Malcolm P. Douglas, Arthur Travers Fawcett, 
Lionel Goodrich, Willie Grant, Bernard Batigan Hackney, 
“Nathaniel Joseph Highmore, Arthur Gwynne James, and 
William James Wi of the Middle Temple; William 
Henry Denys Aston-Lewis, Walter Mew Barnes, Edward 
-Cotton, Louis Jeseamy de Souza-Leal-Aranha, William Donn 
- Gainsford, Courtney Stanhope Kenny, Alfred Pain, Robert 
Forsyth Scott, Martia Charlies Sharp, Alfred John Simpson, 
-and James Parker Smith, of Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick Brian 
ies Malbiesse Gibbons, and Edward Robinson, of Gray’s-inn, 

&. 


The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law :—Arthur Anthony Baumann, Edgar Brierley, 
Leonard Syer Bristowe, Herbert Montagu Bronghton, 
Reyneil Coleridge, Charles Henry Cook, Gerald Hardwicke 
Cowie, Richard Dawson, Edwin Arthur Dillon, Frederick 
‘William Dillon, Alfred Doran, Jobn Draper, Nanda Lal 
Ghosh, Robert Darley Guinness, Charles Gipps Hamilton, 
Alfred Hayes, Bichard o, Samuel Edgar Hirst, 
Walter Moore kinson, Rivers Ker, Clement Hemery 
Lisdoo, Hugh Martin Charters Macpherson, Robert Parr, 
James W Pennyman, Leonard Marlborough Powell, 
Alexander Palliog, David Macdonald Robertson- onald, 
Henry Medlicott Rambail, Arthor Lieweliyn Saxon, Henry 
Pigot Ireland Warburton, Frederick Samuel White-White, 
and Walter Aogustus Wigram, of the loner Temple ; Edmund 
-Micholas Al Thomas Anderson, Nasarvanji Framji 
Ehandara, Manchester Coben, John t Daff, 
‘William Henry Field, Joan Alfred Voster, Robert Charles 





Heron-Maxwell, William Gouldsmith Hunt, Alan Kerr, 
Stampa Walter Lambert, Charles Logan, William Bernard 
Megone, Robert Ernle Partridge, Radhikaram Phookan, and 
Thomas Mott Whitehouse, of the Middle Temple; Walter 
Bairstow, John Labouchere Beattie, Benjamin Francis Conn 
Costelloe, Samuel Theophilus Genu Downiog, Francis 
Henry Launcelot Errington, Henry Percy Harris, Edward 
Cecil Christie Henry, Spencer Langton Holland, Benedict 
Jones, Thomas Rees Jones, George Paul Macdonell, Mortimer 
Drewe Malleson, William Moore, Charles Henry Sargant, 
and Reginald Winslow, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and Robert Weir 
Brown, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 
By order of the council, 
(Signed) 8. H. Warroxe, Chairman 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov 1. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


The weekly meeting of this society was held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening las, Mr. 
Chas. Edward Barry in the chair. The question appointed 
for the evening's discussion was the following :—‘‘ A lsndlord 
insures his premises against fire in office A., and his tenant 
insures them in B, Both policies contain the usual] clause 
as to division of loss with the other insuring company (if any). 
The premises are damaged by fire to the extent of £100. 
The tenant accepts from office B. £60 in respect of the 
damage, and signs a receipt stating that the premise are in- 
sured in no other office, He does not, however, repair the 
premises, Can the landlord recover from office A. the full 
amount of the damage before compelling his tenant to repair 
under a covenant for that purpose in his lease ?” and was 
opened in the affirmative by Mr. Kirk. The following gen- 
tlemen then addressed the society: Messrs. F. D. Williams, 
E. G. Spiers, Green, Evans, and Tomes ; Mr. Kirk having 
replied, the question was decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of eight votes. The following cases amongst others 
were cited :—North British, §c., Insurance Company v. Liver- 
pool and Iondon, &c., Insurance Company (L. R. 5 Ch, D. 
569); Leeds v. Cheetham (1 Sim. 146). 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, the 
3rd inst., at Clement’s-inn, Mr. Dowson in the chair. 
After the conclusion of the private business the subject of 
debate, ‘‘ That the preference accorded to classical, as com- 
pared with ¢cientific, studies at our schools and universities, 
is opposed to the necessities of modern civilization,” was 
opened by Mr. Spence, who was supported by Messrs. Bar- 
tram, Spokes, Harvey, and Maclaren; and opposed by 
Messrs. Acland, Fry, Jackson, Jenks, and Collyer. The 
hon. opener replied, and upon a division the motion was 
lost by a majority of two votes, 

A meeting of this society will be held on Monday even- 
ing, Nov. 8, at the Law Institution, for the purpose of dis- 
cussing the construction put upon the Partition Act of 
1868 by the House of Lords in the case of Pitt v. Jones (5 
App. Cas. 661). 





The American Jurist gives the following as the form of the 
advocate’s oath prescribed by law, adopted many years ago 
by the representative council of Geneva: “I swear before 
God to be faithful to the Republic and Canton of Geneva ; 
never to swerve from the respect due to the tribunals and to 
the authorities; not to advise or maintain any cause which 
does not appear to me to be just or equitable, unless in the 
defence of an accused; not to employ knowingly, in order 
to maintain the causes which shall be confided to me, any 
means contrary to the truth, and not to attempt to deceive 
the jadges by any artifice, or by any false exposition of facts 
or of law ; to abstain from all offensive personality, and not 
to advance any fact against the honour and the reputation 


of the parties, unless it be indispensable to the cauge with 
which I shall be charged ; not to encourage the commence. 
ment or the carrying on of any process from any motive of 
passion or of interest ; and not to refuse from any personal 
considerations the cause of the feeble, the stranger, or the 


oppressed. 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


‘CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


‘Cooxr, Henry, Kidderminster, Innkeeper. Nov 30, 
wther, M.R. Talbot, Kidderminster 

‘Crook, JosspH, Waddesdon. Bucks, Farmer. Nov 30. Rogers v 
Rose, ary 

‘EversFistp, Henry, Gravesend, Wharfinger. Nov 30, Mills v 
Dennis, M.R. Bewley, Gravesend 

eGeaves, ALBERT Regrnatp. Charlton House, Wilts. Nov 30. Graves 
v Graves, V.C. Malins. Martineau, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Gamer, Henry, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Nov 30. 
Jones v Hamer, V.C. Hall. Jenkins and Davies, Lianidloes 

Kezen, Cxarizs, Empingham, Rutland, Farmer. Nov 27. Canner 
v Keen, V.C. Malins. jw, Stamford 

Mora@an, Francis, Wellington, Salop, Grocer. 
v Morgan, V.C. Malins. Taylor, Newtown 

“Watmurr, Samurt, Harden, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Dec 1. 
Crabtree v Watmuff, V.C. Bacon. Mossman and Haley, Bradford 

‘WatiiaMs, Evuen Parry, Exmouth, Dec 10. Williams v Knott, 
V.C. Hall. Hall, Gray’s inn sq 

(Gazette, Nov. 2.] 


Cooke v 
.C. Bacon. Horwood, Aylesb 


Nov 30. Griffiths 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Avpuiey, Wittr1aM, Cambridge, Gasfitter. Dec 31. Ellison and Co, 
Cambridge 

‘BamrorD, THomas, The Shrubbery, Highbury hill, Esq. Dec 20. 
Shepheard and Sons, Finsbury circus 

iBeavuvert, Hrerotyte JosePH Maurice pe Barrevt. Dec 8. 
Brabant, Gray’s inn sq 

Bureszss, Davip, Cambridge, Furniture Dealer. Dec3l. Ellison 


and Co, Cambridge ; 

«Coorzr, GroreE, Norton, Derby, Quarryman. Nov 30. Parkerand 
Brailsford, Sheffield 

‘CorrineHaM, JouN, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Curer. Dec 1. 
Roberts and Leak, Hull 

Cow ey, CHAruzs, Preston, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 14. Woods and 
Dempster, Brighton 

®entson, Artuvur, South Norwood, Surrey, Victualler. Nov 15. 
Plunkett and Leader, St. Paul’s churchyard 

Dorrington, Mary Ann, Milton Romford, Essex. Jan 31, 
Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 

#irzpatrick, Mary, Worksop, Nottingham. Dec 1. 
Worksop 

‘Haut, WILLIAM, omy wa Hat Manufacturer. Jan 1. 

Mammatt, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

‘Harvey, Heyry, Barrington rd, Brixton, Gent. Dec 14, 
croft and Co, John st, Bedford row 

‘Hr, Taomas, Beaulieu, Southampton. Nov 15. 
Southampton 

‘Hueuss, wank Mary Any, Robert st, Fulhamrd. Dec6. Poole 
and Hughes, Chancery lane 

Huenes, Mary, St. Asaphs, Flint. Dec 1. 
St. Asaphs x 

-Jongs, Estaer, Abbey terrace, Liandilofawr, Carmarthen. Nov 13, 
Davies and Co, Haverfordwest 

Kerr, Witt1aM Paterson, Hillside, Willesden, Auctioneer. Dec 7. 
Harley and Co, Finsbury circus 

Lanpon, Joun Warttineton Reavy. Braunton, Devon, Clerk in 
Holy Orders. Decl. Chanter and Co, Barnstaple 

Lercu, Dunstan Joun, Witley, Surrey, Gent. 24, Mellersh, 

ming 
(Lomax, Samui, Horsecroft, Whitworth, Lancaster, Labourer. 
Decl. Jackson, Rochdale 


Coulsons 
Smith 
Ravens- 


Coxwell and Co, 


Sisson and George, 


Martin, Witt, Ynistawe, Liangefelach, Esq. Dec3l. Stricks 
and Bellingham, Swansea 
gees. FO5K, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. Nov 30. Fry and Co, 
sto. 
ao Tomas Rispy, Colchester, Sadler, Dec 31. Quilter, 
‘ore Bt 
RerNnoups, Janz, Cotham New rd, Bristol. Dec 1, Cooke and 
Sons, Bristo 
Nov 17. Spencer, 


Rowertsuaw, Isaac, Allerton, York, Gent. 
radford 
Smiru, WiiuraM Sern, Derby, Surveyor. Jan 20. Sale and Mills, 


r 
Somerns. Rev. Marcus Ricuarp, St. Alban's, Hertford, Clerk. 
Jan 1, Johnsons and Co, Austin Friars, Ola Broad st 
Srovz, Writiam, Stratford Sub Castle, Wilts, Farmer. Dee 7. 
Nodder, City chmbrs, Salisbury 

Swarts, THomas James, Lichfield grove, Church Rnd, Finchley, 
Commercial Traveller. Dec 13, Pointon, Birmingham 

om, Jostan, Wells, Somerset, Pattern Maker, Dec 4. Foster, 

ells 

‘Mvunron, Grorar, Kidderminster, out of business. Deo 1. 
and Morton, Kidderminster 

“WALKER, James, Whicham, Cumberland, Farmer. 
Broughton in Furness 

Wan, Tomas Santor, Maida Vale, Kilburn, Corn Merchant. Deo 
10, Hortin, Kdgware rd, Paddington 

‘Wgseeny, Cath, Barrow in Furnoss, Farmer, Nov 27, Butler, 


n Furness 
‘Wauts, Euiza, Weat Stockwith, Nottingham, Dec 24, Oldman and 
borough 

Brookes 


Ivens 


Nov 27, Butler, 


Tveson, Gains’ 
Wuircomns, Panxcorn, Komerton, Gloucester, Nov 30, 
and Badham, Tewkesbury 








Wrii1aMs, Hexry, Swinton st, Gray’s inn rd, Dairyman. Dec7 
Williams and Graham, Vi house, Lawrence Pountney hill 

Wuson, Joun, Liverpool, in H.M’s. Customs. Noy 19. 
Steel, Sunderland 

Woops, Txomas, Wytchley Warren, Rutland, Farmer. Feb 1. 


Atter, Stamford 
[ Gazette, Oct. 29.] 





NEW ORDERS. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS’ CHAMBERS. 
Sates sy AUCTION UNDER THE CouRT. 

When the deposits to be paid to the auctioneer are 
estimated not to exceed £200, his undertaking ia writing 
to pay the deposits into court will be accepted instead of 
security. 





LISTS OF CREDITORS AND CONTRIBUTORIES. 
It is particularly requested that the items in accounts 
and the names in lists of creditors and contributories 
may be numbered consecutively, and that the same number 
may not be repeated either in different parts of the same 
account or list, or in any supplementary account or list. 





CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 


Mr. Skirrow having for the last year found the following 
arrangements greatly facilitate the dispatch of business ia 
his office, thinks it best to let it again be known that :— 

Firstly—aAll orders relating to money, in or out of court, 
have precedence of all other business. 

Secondly—That he himself proceeds with the taxation 
of all bills of costs in the first instance as soon as they are 
left in the office. 

Thirdly—That all short or er parte cases are taken every 
Saturday. 

Mr. Davidson desires to give notice of tke following 
arrangements for the dispatch of business in his office :— 

All orders relating to money in or out of court will have 
precedence of all other business. 

Unopposed, ex parte, and short bills will be disposed of 
forthwith, without requiring the parties to take formal 
appointments. 

Solicitors will assist the taxing master in promptly 
disposing of business before him, by leaving their papers 
arranged in the order of the bill, with all vouchers for pay- 
ments, counsels’ fees, and (if any) chief clerk’s certificates 
of attendances. 

[It is deemed desirable that the above regulations shoald 
be brought afresh to the attention of our readers at the 
re-opening of the regular work in the offices. ] 


SAVINGS BANK ACT, 1880. E 


The following statement bas been issued by the Post- 
master-General: By the Saviags Banks Act of lest session 
any person on and after the 22nd inst. will be able to 
invest, at any Post-office ia the United Kingdom at which 
there is a savings bank, small sums in any one of the 
following Government Stocks—Consols, Reduced, or New 
Three per Cents. The sums so invested must not be less 
than £10 and must not exceed £100 in any one year, and 
the aggregate amount held by amy one investor must not 
exceed £300. The following amounts will be charged for 
the purchase of stock, and these sums will include all ex- 

enses connected with the subsequent collection of dividends; 

a stock not exceeding £25, QU. ; exceeding £25, but not 
exceeding £50, Is. 34, ; exceeding £30, but not exceeding 
£75, Is. 9d.; exceeding et . bat not exceed- 
ing $100, 2s. Sd. The charges on the aale of 
stock will be at the same rates up to £100; fer 
£200 it will be two shillings and ninepence; and 
for £300, three shillings and threepence. The investment 
will be at the current price of the day on which it is made, 
and a certificate thereof will be sent to the investor by pest. 
Similar arrangements will be made for sales of stock ; and 
dividends will be collected by the Post-oflice, and placed to 
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the credit of the investor. Any person having invested 
£50 or more may, on application to the Post-office, obtain a 
stock certificate for £50 or any multiple of £50. These 
certificates will have coupons for dividends annexed, pay- 
able to bearer. Facilities similar to those just. described 
for investment of small sums in Government Stocks will 
be granted by the Trustee Savings Banks. 








COUNTY COURTS. 


LANCASTER. 


(Before W. A. Huron, Esq., Jadge.) 
Oct. 22.—Fyfe v. Committee of Lancaster Agricultural 
Society. 

This was an action against the managers of the Laneaster 
Agricultural Society for the loss of a dog seut to the last show 
of the scciety in September. The dog was exhibited in the 
Dandie Dinmont terrier class, was catalogued at £25, and was 
awarded the first prize. Shortly after the jadging Mr. Fyfe 
found that the dog had disappeared. It was ascertained that 
another man had claimed it, and that he had returned it to 
the secretaries, requesting them not to give up the dog until 
the ownership was settled. For the defence it was contended 
that after the judging the animals entered were really in the 
hands of the exhibitors, that the duties of the show stewards 

ing them ceased, and that therefore the defendants 
Were not responsible for any loss. 

His Honour ssid that the defendants had taken upon 
themselves to say by their rules that during the hours of 
exhibition mo person (not even the owner) must remove 
any animal without their sanction ; therefore, when the 
dog was returned to the pen after judging, it became, so to 
speak, the property of the managers as long as the show re- 
mained open, and they alone were responsible for it. He 
considered that plaintiff was entitled to a verdict, but he 
regarded the price placed upon it as fabulous. He would 
therefore give judgment for £10 and costs. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


A country storekeeper, says the Virginia Law Journal, 
was asked by counsel in what manner he kept his books, by 
single entry or double eotry. He replied, they were not 
in an entry at all, bot under the counter on the salt 


i 


The Pennsylvania Supreme Court have, says the Albany 
Law Journal, so to speak, sat down on Judge Patterson of 
| Quarter Sessions of Lancaster, in the matter of Messrs. 
Steinman and Hensel, attorneys, and editors of the Lancas- 
ter Intelligence newspaper. The jadge summarily expelled 
these gentlemen from the bar of his court for publishing 
libellous article in their newspaper in reference to his 


F 


We urged pretty stontly at the time 
that Jadge Patterson had his j power, and 
that an attorney could only be disbarred for act in 
his professional capacity or affecting bis eharac- 





reply, however, they received a circular from the Home 
Office saying that the Home Secretary must adhere to the 

views explained in the circular of the 17th of May last, aud 
hoped that on consideratioa the court would adopt the table 
of fees therein suggested, as many other courts bad done.. 
He (the chairman) said a great many had adopted them, 
and a great many had not, having taken the same view as 

that court. It was for the court to decide whether they 
chose to insist on their view, or whether they would accept 

the fiat of the Home Secretary, who now said that his 
views must be adhered to, but who, in his firat.ciroular, 
asked for their advice and said he would give his considera- 
tion to any sugestions they might make. There was.a vass 
difference between the two communications. It was 
resolved to adopt the views of the Home Secretary. 


Chief Justice Ryan, of Wisconsin, in a recent address to- 
the graduating class of the University of Wisconsin, drew 
the following picture of pettifoggers :—‘‘ Behold the petti- 
fogger, the blackleg of the law! Heis,.as his name imports, 
a stirrer-up of small litigation; a wet-nurse of trifling 
grievances and quarrels. He sometimes emerges from 
fessional obscurity, and is charged with business ‘which is 
disreputable only through his own tortuous devices. For 
the vermin ean’t forego his instincts, even among his 
betters. He is generally found, however, and he always 
begins in the lowest professional grade. Indeed, he is the 
troglodyte of the law. He has great cunning. He mistakes 
it for intelligence. He is a fellow of infinite pretence. He 
pushes himself everywhere, and is self-important wherever 
he goes; you will often find him in legislative bodies, in 
political conventions, in boards of supervisors, in common 
councils. He is sometimes there for specific villany ; some- 
times on general principles of corruption, waiting on Provi- 
dence for any fraudulent job. He is always there for evil. 
The temper of his mind, the habits of his life, make him 
essentially mischievous. In all places he is always dis- 
honest. When he cannot cheat for gain, he cheats for love. 
He haunts !ow places, and herds with the ignorant. It is 
his kindly office to get them by the ears, and to feed his 
vanity and his pocket from the quarrels he incites and fo- 
ments. He is in everybody’s way, and prys into everybody's 
business. He meddles in all things, and is indetatigible in 
mischief. He is just lawyer enough to be mischievous.” 

At the opening of the sittings in the Exchequer Division 
(before ot tieemn Pollock and Mr. Justice Hawkins), Mr. 
Wills, Q.C., expressed the sense of the deep loss the 
sion had sustained by the death of the late Lord Chief Baron. 
Mr. Baron Pollock said it could not be.a matter of surprise 
to ary who were present that an opportunity should 
have been taken of saying something upon an occasion 
which so painfully reminded them of one who had been so 
recently taken from them, and whose loss they all so deeply 
regretted. For nearly forty years he knew the late Lord 
Chief Beron intimately, and he could bear testimony to his 
kindliness, his wisdom, his fir , and the earnestness of 
purpose with which he carried out any duty intrusted to 
him. All the judges agreed in respect for his great learn- 
ing, for the painstaking care with which he exhausted 
every possible matter which could have have had any 
bearing on the subject upon which he was engaged, and 
also in the feeling of love they felt for the man 
with whom or were daily associated in their duty, and 
who was never known to say one single unkind word or to 
barbour one single unkind thought. 


A meeting of the magistrates of York city was held on. 
Tuesday, w in accordance with the invitation of the- 
Home Secretary, the following recommendations were 
unanimously passed :—‘ 








1. That the treatment of children and young persons, 
after ap or information, and before con- 
viction, should be further distinguished from that 
—- than is er w. 2, That the 
er to commit a child (under 12) or a young person 
Cider 18) on somasd (as oeibaae. rather than to. 
prison, onac laid under the 
should be ex a j : , 
every charge against a child or youn, - 8. That 
the power to adjudge a private whipping with a birch. 
rod, after conviction, on a charge t with under the 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879, should be extended to. 
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her Majesty’s justices of the peace on every conviction 
of a child or young person by a Court of 
Summary Jurisdiction. 4. That power be given to 
courts of summary jurisdiction to inflict on the parent or 
guardian of any child or young person convicted by such 
court, either in addition to or instead of any punishment in- 
licted on wk child or young person, & fine not exceeding 
that to which such child or young person has become liable, 
in any case in which such court is satisfied that such parent 
-or guardian has, by. xy th to take proper care of such 


ebild or y [er ise, conduced to such mis- 
ec 5. That children cele 12) should not be im- 


prisoned at the instance of a court of summary jurisdiction, 
unless it be on commitment for trial by jury. 6. That, ex- 
cept in so far as it may affect children (under 12), it is not 
desirable to roel the law which eee every young person 
committed to a reformatory school to suffer imprisonment for 
not less than ten days. 7. That the Industrial Schools Act, 
1866, requires amendment, more particularly by extending 
the protection of the State over the scholars after they leave 
‘these schools, which are too much confused in the public 
anind with reformatory schools, from which they should be 
kept quite distinct ; the latter being concerned in correcting 
crime among young persons who have become actual 
criminals, and have been imprisoned as such, while the 
former are preventing crime in children and young persons 
who have not been convicted of crime, and have not been in 
Prison.” 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Co’ Masts 

Date. a Rous. V-C. Mauexs. 
Monday, Nov. 8Mr.Cobby Mr.Latham Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesda) Jackson Leach Ward 
Wi Cobby Latham Pemberton 
om cg Jackson Leach Ward 
Friday.... Cobby Latham Pemberton 
Saturday. soos 18° = Jackson Leach Ward 

¥.0.Bacow. V.0.Ham, sumiee 


Monday, Nov. 8Mr.JMerivale Mr.Clowes Mr. Teesdale 
Tuesday...... 9 K oe ‘arrer 


Wednesday.... 10 Merivale Clowes Teesdale 
Thursday .... 11 King Koe Farrer 
Wriday........ 12 | Merivale Clowes Teesdale 
p tn. Sh veoe 13) King Koe Farrer 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


MIDDLESEX.—TRINITY SITTING, 1880. 

The list. contains all actions entered in Queen’s Bench, Common 
Pleas, and —- Divisions, in which notice of trial hes been 
given, A ag also all actions in the Chancery Division, in which 
notice has been given of trial before a judge and jury; up to and 
including November 3, 1880, 

LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL, 
Ex hewn 4 fms, aad v Montefiore’ (Lewis and Lewis) 


QB2 Creed { (A J aly Millett (Roscoe H and 8) ey ye 
QB3 — oes & and Co) v Elkington and ors (Lumle 


OP 4 wilbratian canon T and B) v The Maritime Passengers 
1 Mariners Insurance Co limd ae and Son) 


Stayed 
B 5 Benjamin or abrohaans endl St) + Ei mmission 
B 6 Benjamin (M — and R) v Hig; = (FT Dubois 


nam 
QB7 —— OB hot v Blanford and ors (C J Curtis ; 


92 5 aaa ns )v (Hare and F) Commission 
Lake B and men Be v Hopeent ¢ anr (Shoubridge and M) 


out jury poned 
Ex 108 Same Postponed 
Ex ry earn Yong vr peti Fearn (A 8 H 


ones) 
B Mayer ayer (AG ta v yon porae Wine commission 


v Bau 
18 Boiler (0% @ mea (d Gan um and anr 


Ex 15 Euthoven (Collette and ©) v Jacobson (@ M Cooke) post- 

OP 16 Chamberlaine (8 @ Aahwin) v 'T W Wallington (Whitaker 
an 

“OP 17 Bamo (Same) v J Wallington (Same) postponed 8J 





Ex RS 2 ee ea ee 
cP 19 Chalmers (5 Whitehouse) v Chalmers (Nelson Son and H) 


comm: 
QB 20 Bennett (W E Baxter) v England and ors (In person ; W F 
Stokes stayed 
CP 21 Caudle (F T Newbould) v Austin (Morgan and Gilks) stayed 
QB 22 Procter (J Neal) v Dunham (Pitman and L) stayed SJ 
CP 23 Fajkmajer (Norton Be ond Ss Ree en 
Son and C; Field Roscoe and Co) stayed SJ 
Ex 24 Page (Hacon and T) v Kerridge (Bridges S and Co) stayed 
QB 2% as eet (G Thompson) v Cortis (A S Edmunds) postponed 


mer |. aliaeimeameen and Lewis) v Fisher (J Donague) 


27 Champion (Duignan and 8S) v Walter (Purkis and P) commsn 
g B 28 oes gs and G) Ba (Mercer and M) stayed 


8J 

CP 29Treadwin (W R Philp) v Nunn (J D Blake) postponed 

C P 30 Funge and anr (J H Child) v Same (Same) postponed 

C P 81 Cuyas y Sampere (Tilleard G and H) v Mac Andrew and Co 
(Kearsey Son and H) commission SJ 

QB 32 Taylor (Hurford and T) v Batten (Waltons B and W) com~- 


mission 
CP 33 Davies ee (Nickinson P and N) v Nunn (Blake and W) 
tpon 
Ex 34 miGragor (W Eley) v Tinker and anr (Rollit and Son) 
stay! : 
Ex 35 Taylor and ors (RS Taylorand Sons) v Smith and anr 


(Brandons) ae 
C P 36 Coleman (Campbell R and Co) v Ny ayn Bm 
CP 3 “ake 

without jury 
Ex 38 — (Yeo and Warner) v Ashton (Bennett Dand B) stayed 


Ex 39 Pearson (C Mosso: ¥ Govinne (itt Bene 
Ex 40 Russell and anr (Taylor H and T) v Nunn (Blake and W) 


CP 4l Dorking Grey Stone Lime Co limd (J Edell) v Hack and ors 
Oth soot) > 
CP 42 Cowley cott » Soe (hye wal C) stayed SJ 
aa anr (Thom: Mey iad D) y Mais (Simpeon and 
C) stay 
Same sane fig erty aa 


Gask (J B Ma: N (Blake and wy W) stayed 
unn 
"aes and pony hn —s S and B) v Blowes (Beaumont and 


Hea Die Meee 

Hs, 0 Tamcrn (Dod and L) « Curie (Lacag and Son) saved SJ 
heard SJ 

nae Se a ee J Hi) 

CP 69 Sal andor (Chappell Son and G) v Nangie (Vallance 


B 54 Voss (J W Few) v Thomas pnmeny and H) stayed 

CP 55 Hooper and anr (Tilleard G and H) Mors le Blanche and Co 
and ors (L. J B Rawlins) commission without jury 

Ex 56 es ry gh White and Sun) v Waikiieg sual Ors (Sole 

CP 57 Tasmanian Main Line Ry nga memes a 
ors (Blunt T and Co; Burchells ; eae 

Ex 58 Ibbotson (Bordman) v ‘Buckley and ors (Jukes and oe 

C P 59 Williams (G E ter) v Nowell (A G Ditton) stayed SJ 

Chy 60 “o~ ee ands aS Co (Campbell R and H) v Dent 

CP Cok FC C James) v Clark and Son (G S Warmington 


stayed 
QB 62 King and Co (Eardley H and R) v eee ys = Person) SJ 
Q B 68 Tippins (G Crafter) v Budden (Stollard and 
Ex 64 Parkes (T W Goldring) v London and St Katherine Deeks 
Co (W M Hacon) 
Ex ones (T White and Sons) v Strangward (Saunders 


QB es Cap tl and Conntios Bank (Nash and F) v Hengy and Sous 
1x noah P and 8) SJ 
QB a Rice (Lewis and 1) v 3 L) ¥ Kast and West India Dock Co (Fresh- 
fields an stayed 
B 68 The Nitro-Pos! and Odams Chemical Manure Co 
8 (Kingsford Bnd Co) v Roberts (Williamson H and ro) 


SJ 

QB 60 Richardson (Bird M and R) v Holdam and Canning 
(Mathews and S) postponed ST 

Ex 70 Parris (J N Mason) v Blowes (Beaumont and W) 


Ari 
6s Sear & 


B Qe waAoo © 
yh 


n 


Q B 71 Redmond (Wontner and Sons) vy Gamble (Lewis =. : 
alia —~ han Win ean accent ti 
Ex 73 Belli (P A Hanrott) v Lane (Foss and 


Rx 74 Ii “ or and Hales) v Brook and Co an 

OP 13 Beth t Investment Co limd (Barnard and Gq) ¥ 
Williams ag oo and S) pos 

Ex ur heyendng T) v Smith (Brandon and Co) pest. 


on mr igcaite pete Oot ~ eRe 
B 7@ Scott (HT Nddeman) ¥ Sex (QH 
ok) ¥ Dw +. o howia 
Re re SD Maple an Oo bets dv mon ew ry 
(0.0 Hum a tue iiioe 
Huband ae ¥ tight (Lewis and Sona) postpened 
an a3 Nev eat Son inh Chamberlain) ¥ 


Rx & Newton Borkweod aad aar 
(J Soaife) os ose 
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(W Rawlins) 
Ex ae wb and anr (H Haycock and B) v Hoare and 
Buckler) without jury 
(To be continued.) 
PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
November 4, 1880. 
RAILWAY STOCK, 

| Railways. Paid. Closing Price 
Stock Caledonian 100116} 
Stock Goran and South-Western ............... aeever| 100 115 
Stock; Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .......ccccccee.e-| 100 66 
Stock Great Northern socees 100 132 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 100 1263 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Irelind ......! 100 | _ 
oo Great Western—Original  .............00+. «| 100 | 1283 

Stock! Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... | 100 | 136 
, Brighton, and South Coast.. vee} 100 | 1 

Stock: London, Chatham,and Dover .. 100 | 1033 

Lendon and North-Western ...... 100 157 
Stock} London and South Western ...... .. eee} 100 139 
Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoin ............ j 100 633 
at eee 100; 80k 

ict 
Stock Midian 100 137° 
Stock North British ........c.secocceeeeses-cossee 100 94 
Stock North 100 4732 
Stock) North London 100 180 
Stock: North Staffordshire 100 883 

| South on 100 —_ 

| South-Eastern 100 136 











* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid ta B. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Buamisu.—On Oct. 29, at Richmond, 8 

a Se rT 

Bi ae bony ety Moalmien, British Barmah, the wife of 

Povams Os Och 28, at 83, Weat ll, Sydenham, tho wife 
of Arthur H. Poyser, Barrister-at-law, mo daughter. 


MAR 
eS Oct. 28, at at Kilmurry Parish Church, Fran- 
Henn, of Riverslade, Ballina, resident Magis 
and Barrister-at-law, > Helen Letitia Eliza beth, 
danghie of = of the late Captain Francis Gore, of Woodlawn, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Banerupw. 
Pear, Oct. 29, 1550. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Se ae debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
London st, Derby, Clothier. Pet Oct 20. Weller. 


merey Nor oar it 

Samnel , Ach 

Baniock, poet oe pk on, Builder. Pet Sept 26. 
ise a John, Slaithwaite, York, Batcher. Pet Oct 27. Jones. 
illiam, Clevedon, Somerset, Beer Retailer. Pet Oct 26. 


Hokienteid, Sor Nor 11 at 11 
Maries. Bristol, Sov Wat? 2 
Teespar, Nov. 2, 1950, 


Under the bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Credisors mauat forward their of delta to Registrar. 
To r i kendo. “s 
yo te and Charles Blanc, Fenchurch st, Merchants, 
Nov 17 at 12 
2 eames inn fields, Builder. Mot 


T z 
in 1 M's @atenarine Miners. Fe On oe 
oe Shiver, pley, York, Builder. Pet Oct 20. Lee. 
Hivach, Gastar, Manchester. POD. Lister. Manchester, Sov 


ie ll 
juaten, titich, luneeper, Pt Oc W. Vahen, 


“eye a, Aentenant 


Comberton sor 2 at 10.20 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farivar, Oct. 29, 1880. 
Hurwitz, Abraham, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale. Oct 26 


Jones, Richard ‘aang ag Shakey hers yaaa and William Purkiss: 
“Wincott, Billiter st, 
TuESDAY, i ag ‘2 #1900, 


Fogg, James, Hyde, Chester, Beerhouse keeper. Oct 28 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Oct. 27, 1880, 


Agee, Thomas, Bath, Market Gardener. Nov 12 at 11 at offices of 
ay ey st, Bat h 
Ag doin, ohn, Bristol, Beer Retailer. B. Bor 6at 12 at offices of Andrews,. 


olas st, Bristol to) 

Allen, Robert, an rt Bew North, Wolverhampton, Iron 
Merchants. Nov “0 at 11 at offices of Underhill, Darlington st, 
Wolverhampton | 

ur, Benjamin,* Lianelly, Carmarthen, a Victualler. 


Nov 10at 12 at > at offices of Morgan, Wind st, Swanse: 
Baker, William Charles, Southampton, Grocer. Nov 10 at 3 at offices. 
of Bell, Portland st, Southampto mn 
Barrett, ‘Henry, Wootton Bassett, Bootmaker. Nov 6 at 10 at offices. 
of Jackson, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Benson, Edward, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Nov 11 at 3at the Law In- 
stitute, Leeds. Watson 
Birch, Thomas, ‘Liverpool, Bootmaker. Noy 15 at 3 at offices of Quin,. 
South John st, Be ewe 
Biadon, Al Birmingham, Hatter. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of John- 
son and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Boden, Jesse, Birmingham, Tron Plate Worker. Nov 11 at 3 at offices. 
of Wilson, 7 row. Birmingham 
Bracegirdle, William, and William Minshall, L2ftwich, Chester, 
Ship Builders. Nov 12 at 11 at offices of Green and Dixon, Castle- 
chmbrs, Northwich 
Bradshaw, James, Manchester, out of business. Nov 17 at 3 at 
offices of Oram and Co, Peter st, Manchester 
Briggs, Levi, Wakefield, York, Grocer. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of” 
Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Bri Thomas, Manchester, Yarn Merchant. Nov 16 at 3 at offices: 
igh, Brown st, Manchester 
Burholt, Henry Francis, Andover rd, Holloway, Baker. Nov 18 at 
3 at offices of Merriman and Co, Austinfriars 
Butterfield, Elijah Tatham, Shipley, York, out of business. Nov 12: 
at 11 at offices of Berry and binson, Charles st, Bradford 
Chapman, William, Wetheringsett, Suffolk, Farmer. Nov 15 at 
12.30 at offices of Titchmarsh, Museum st, Ipswich. Bavin and 
Daynes, Norwich 
Christey, George Alfred, Chatsworth rd, Clapton Park, Provision. 
ark, Joseph Hen 12 at 3 at gg of Christmas, Walbrook 
Clark, Josep ee: gate, Surrey, Grocer ov 15 at 2 at 
— wrth ve poe Howletts, Bedford st, Covent Garden 
Clark, r ek Hertford, of no occupation. Nov 13 at 
11 at _ Old Red Lion, St Albans. Preedy, Kettering 
Clarke, Samuel, Loughborough, Leicester, Provision Dealer. Nov’ 
1l at 3 at offices of Goode, axter Gate, Loughborough 
Clarke, William, Nottingham, Journeyman Machinist. Nov 12 at 12: 
at offices of Belk, Mi iddlle pavement, Nottingham 
os John Robert, Leeds, Saddler. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of Boin- 
Bank chmbrs, Leeds 
Collie, William Edgware rd, Mantle Warehouseman. Noy 11 at 2 at 
Pans. of Maples and Co, Frederick pl, Old Jewry 
- John, Bedford, Lancaster, Shoe Maker. Nov 11 at 10.30 at 
Albion Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Whittingham, Leigh 
Corbett, Samuel, Wi ellington, Salop, Tea Dealer. Nov 12 at 12: 
at the Crewe Arms Hotel, Crewe. Carrane, Wellington 
Crawshaw, Robert, Colne, Lancaster, Farmer. Nov 12 at 3 at 
te Exchange Hotel, Nicholas street, Burnley. Sutcliffe, Burn- 
e 
Crolley, Esther, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Greengrocer. Nov 18 at 12: 
at offices of Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 
Dobson, John James, New Tunstall, Durham, Grocer. Nov 10 at3 at 
offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 
Dorrell, Richard, Swansea, Grocer. Nov 16 at 12.30 at the- 
— Association, Broad st, Bristol. Evans and Davies, 
wansea 
Dowell, William, Thornton Baxby, York, Farmer. Nov 15 at 11 at. 
offices of Wilkinson, St Helen’s sq, York 
Duckworth, Josepit, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Nov 17 at 
3 at offices of Cronkshaw, White Bull Inn, Church st, Blackburn. 


Barlow, Accrington 
Edwards, William Lloyd, Penygroes, Carnarvon, Grocer. Nov %. 
at 11 at offices of Rees, Castle st, Carnarvon 
Eisler, Louis, and Arthur Alfred Barnard, Great Tower st, Wine 
Merchanta Nov 15 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Crouch and Co,Queen 
ictoria st 


oo. ee pee aad E t, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov 


10 at 11 at offices of B h st, Whitehaven 
Ensor, oa Cutts, Birmingham, Inecero Plater. Nov 11 at 11 
of Parr, © row, Birmingham 
Ere, Wiliam, Ibstock, Builder. Nov 10 at 3 at offices. 
of Loseby and Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester 
Feldtmann, Egmont, Hadlei, Hadleigh, Essex, Merchant. Nov 15 at 3 at 


offices of Phelps and Co, Grechans st 
dacloester, Grocer, Nov 12 at 12 at 


foes ot Harvey, bao tig tse er 1 
rt . 
csvctloes of Clarke an Hanley, Chaz y Hong, 


Garbuts, 
ot Appleyard, X Scarborough 
ae re po rporough Mt, Sear Manor Meriner. Nov 16 at. 


3 at offices of Nye Nye 
Yo Moet, Engineer. Nov 9 


North st, 
ney William, jun. ciibroske FKastlei 
Sts ri Font itl 
Yon, wn r ov “ 
rege Tippee, Athersto: , 











Nov. 6, 1880. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. “19 








Griffiths, Rien, Myrecpetk; Bolin, Nov 10 at 2 at offices of Etty, 
‘Guest Sceeph Jame Brenchley, Kent, F Nov 10 at 3 at the 
oseph Jam: ent, Farmer. Nov 
New Inn, Maidsto: roe nly Falmer, Tonbet 
kseller. Nov 9 at 2 at 


William Henry, Boston, 4 aren 
— of Thomas, Emery lane, 
dey, Walter John, West Ham, “al Market Porter. Nov 16 
er 3 at offices of Vand mp Gray's inn oq 
Holt, John, Chorlton.on.M iock, hester, Provision Dealer, 
Nov 10 at 11 at offices of Binthff, Bridge st, Manchester 
Huddlestone, Robert Asher, Wisbech St Mary’s, Cambridge, 
Farmer. Nov 11 at 11 at offices of Ollard, York row, Wisbech 
Hyatt, William, Albrighton, Salop, Farmer. Nov 12 at 3 at offices 
uf Dallow. Queen sq, Wolverhampton 
Incell, Charles, Droitwich, Worcester, ae nosed Nov 13 at 1 at 
offices of > a and Horton, New rd, Bromsgrov 
Jackson, William, Spennymoor, Durham, Peniee. Nov 17 at 11.30 
at offices of Salkelt. Elvet bridge, Durham 
-Jenkins, Thomas, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Nov 8 at 3 at 
offices of Howell, Stepne "st, Llanelly 
Lloyd, Caroline, Saint Is mael’s, Ereumnaiiedeahion, Innkeeper. 
10 2 12 at offices of Thomas and Browne, Lower Market st, 
Lobley, William, Batley, York, Grocer. Nov 12 at 11 at the Black Bull 
Hotel, Batley. Parker, Batley 
Lockwood, James Leggatt, Thorrholmes, Owston, Farmer. Nov 15 at 
3 at offices of d, Gainsborough 
Lorrimer, John, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Ale and Porter Bottler. Nov 10 
at 11 at offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 
McHolme, James, Ormskirk, Lancaster, Draper. Nov lat 3 at 
offices of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Nordon, Liver- 


pool 

Moscrop, John Brown, and William Moscrop, Norden, nr Rochdale, 
Lancaster, Cotton Spinners. Nov 12at 3 at offices of Boote and Ed- 
gar, Booth st, Manchester 

Nicholson, John Mills, Birmingham, ~~ oni business. Novy 10 at 3 at 
offices of Cheston, Moor st, Bi 

‘Olivant, William Sh , Stow, Linco: ~ wy en Nov 17 at 11 at 
offices of Hayes and on, Market pl, Gainsborough 

‘Owens, William, Swansea, Cattle Dealer. Nov 10 at 3 at offices of 
Evans and Davies, Wind st, Swansea 

Palmer, John, jun, Berkswell, Warwick, Farmer. Nov ll at 2 at 
offices of Hughes and Masser, Little ‘Park st, Coventry 

Peacock, Samuel, Nottingham, Dra; Nov 16 at 3 at offices of 
Whittingham, Middie pavement, ottingham 

Pellow, Charles Robert, Newton Abbot, Devon, Plumber. Nov 11 
at 11 at offices of Creed, Courtenay st, Newton Abbot 

Philp, George Langdon, Plymouth, Painter. Nov 9 at 11 at offices 
of Square, George st, Plymouth 

Powell, John, York, Builder. Nov 11 at 11 at offices of Crumbie, 
Stonegate, Yor! 

Preston, Edward, Youlthorpe, York, Farm Labourer. Nov 11 at 3 
at offices of Peters, New st, York ‘ 

Pritchard, Boaz, Gorton, Lancashire, Grocer. Nov 17 at 3 at 35, 
Cannon ‘st, Manchester. Alderson 

Réchman, Charles, King Henry’s walk, Balls Pond rd, House 
Decorator. Nov 15 at 2 at offices of Rubinstein, Raymond bldgs, 

ray’s inn 

Rickard, Thomas Mantle, Waltham, Lincoln, Grocer. Nov 10 at 11 

at offices of Haddelsey ‘and Haddelsey, Royal Dock chmbrs, Great 


rimsby 
Roberts, Robert, and Richard Roberts, Seaforth, Lancashire, 
i Nov 12 at 3 at offices of Oliver and Co, Cook st, Liver- 


poo! 

Robinson, William Brompton, York, Farmer. Nov 11 at 11 at 
Golden Lion Hotel, Northallerton, Teale, Middlesborough 

Sadler, Mason, Harrogate, Boot on Nov 11 at 11 at offices of 
Bateson and Hutchinson, Harro: 

Sanderson, Benjamin, Northallerton, York, China Dealer. Nov 11 
at 3 at offices of Waistell, Northallerton 

Saunders, Richard Henry, Liverpool, Grocer. Nov 10 at 3 at offices 
| Prana and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Smith and Son, 

vi 

Scott, John Seymour, Leeds, Tile Merchant. Nov 10 at 11 at offices 
of Austin, Park lane, 

Seward, John Napper, Lydd, Kent, Farmer. Nov 11 at 12 at offices 
of Phillips and Cheesman, Havel ock rd, Hastings 

Sewards, Joseph, Navenby, Lincoln, Grocer. Nov 12 at 3 at the 
Great Northern Hotel, incoln. Holdich, New Sleaford 

Sheriff, Edward, Birmingham, Cooper. Nov 11 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birming ham 

Shrimpton, Henry, Galedonian rd, Retail Grocer. Nov 10 at 12 at 
= of Tilley and Co., Queen Victoria st. Hales, Chancery 


Sibley, roe. Nottingham, Tailor. Nov 17 at 18 at offices of Armit- 
ant: and ee John illiam st, Huddersfield. Black, Nottingham 
» Geo Walter, Landport, Portsea, Hants, Licensed Vic- 
a : or t... veh 4 at Totterdell’s Hotel, St George’ ‘8 sq, Portsea, 
A) ing, P 

‘Smith, Jeremiah, Wo + oes Tinplate Worker. Nov 12 at 11 

at offices of R odes, Queen 8' Wolver ampton 
sini John, Gelorebis rd, Hackney rd, Baker. Nov 5 at New Corn 
Exchange ‘Bale Rooms, Mark ions, in lieu of the place originally 


named 
— Robert Samuel, Dartmouth, Devon, Refreshment house 
eeper. Noy 10 at 11 at offices of Square, Goorge st, Plymouth 
Swift, Edward, iie-cedeleent Stonemason,. Nov 18 at 
men? ? offices 0 of fev nry, nor Nov st, pat bab chon ot Laden, 
or, 4 Oat 3 at offices o! 
h hall chinbres ing King st Wakefie 


C) sen Corn Factor, Nov 23 at 12 at Cannon 
st Hotel, Cannon at. urch at 


Tiga 5 tay Nos. finstield Broud , Kaaox, _ ee Nov 11 at 10,30 
at Rai Bishop's Stortford, Snell, Dunmow 

Varley Witlien ajor, Falagrave, nr Scarboro' h, Bookkeeper, 
Nov 10 at 2 at Cornwall and Watts, Queen st Boar Srough 

Vid, Wit William, Roman rd, Bow, Fishmo: » Novs at & at 202, 
High Holborn, Gtaniand, P Portouville 





Vanghan, Edward, Essex rd, Acton, Builder. Nov 11 at3 at offices 
of Eastcheap 


Aird, 
vem —_ Lames Clevedon, Mason. Nov il at 11 at 
Ward, Albion chmbrs, Bristol 
cehnen: Thinenes met , Baker. Nov 12 at 2 at offices of Stevens, 
Nicholas st, Bristol. Willmott, Bristol 
Weiss, John, Turk st, Bethnal green, Baker. Nov 8 at 4 at offices 
of Jones, Mark lane 
Wilcox, Thomas, Upper Marsh, , Job Master. Nov 11 at ail 
Wiliams, Davide Colwy veer Dy Denbigh, oe house 
vi ) » Den ibigh, 
Nov 17 at 2 at denanaten Hotel. — 
Williams, Evan James, Brecon, on cok and. Meal Pact Factor. Nov 9at2 
at offices of Bishop, ‘Wheat st, st, Brecon 
Withers, Jaon, Whitchurch, Southampton, Farmer. Nov 15 at3 at 
White Hart Hotel, Andover. Footner and Son,Andover 
Wright, Charles, Stockwell rd, Surrey, Chemist. Nov 10 at 2 at 
109, Ch eapside. Kent and Kent 


Tvurspay, Nov. 2, 1890. 


Adams, Harry Tawton, Ancill villas, Fulham, Builder. Nov 15 at3 
of Reader, Holborn Viaduct 

Ainge, Alfred Stockley, Mountsorrell. Liecester, Giocer. Nov 15 at 
3 at offices of Wright. Beivoir st, 

Airey, Edward, Harbourne, Stafford, Brick Maker. Nov 15 at 11 at 
offices of Ratcliffe, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Allen, Geor; , Herbert terrace, Peckham, Grocer. Nov 15 at 3 a 
offices of Pannell and Co, Basinghall st. Cattlin, Wormwood 
Old Broad st 

Allum, Henry, Senior st, Harrow rd, Grocer. Nov 11 at3 at offices 
of Foster, Brunswick sq, Bloomsb ury 

Anfield, William, Great Driffield, York, M'llwright. Nov 15 at3 at 
offices of Dunn, Market pl, Great Driffield 

Arrowsmith, George Henry, Cambridge, Hosier. Nov 15 at 3 at 
Offices of Ginn. St Andrew’s st, Cambridge 

Bew. Thomas, Northampton, Umbrella Manafactarer. Nov 16 at 12 
at offices of Hensman, Giles’s st, Northampton 

Biscombe, William, Plumpstead, Kent, Builder. Nov 18 at 3 at offices 
of Bradley, Mark lane 

Booker, John, Henry st, Deptford, Chandler. Nov 10a 3 at offices 
of Norris, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 

Bourne, Francis, Brede, Sussex, Farmer. Nov 13 at 12 at the 
Swan Hotel, High st. Hastings, Jones and Glenister i 

Bradburn, John, Ashton-in-Mackerfield, a Goal Owner. 
Nov 17 at 11 at offices of France, Chure Wigan 

Bray, Samuel, Alsager, Chester, Aerated - Water Manufacturer. 
Nov 12 at 11 at offices of Bennett, ——— buildings, Hanley 

Broadbent, Joseph Knowles, Weaste, near Manchester, out oft busi- 
ness. Rien, Monch at offices of Eastwood, Princess st, Manches- 
ter. , Manchester 

Brown, we iam, Faland, near Crowle, Lincoln, Joiner. Nov 15 at 2 
at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon- Hull. Robert 
and Leak, Hull 

Brown, William, ‘foores and Homney, Te Photographer. Nov 16 at 
11 at offices of Moores and rat Be Tewkesburo 

Bruce, John, Thurmastone, Thrashing Machine Pro- 
preetor. Nov 15 at 12 at a of Harvey, Selborne bidngs, Mill- 
stone lane, Leicester 

Campion, William, Guisborough, York, Rope Maker. Nov 1l0at ll 
at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Carroll, Thomas James, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Confectioner. 
po 16 at 3 at offices of Riley and. Cook, Hardshaw st, Saint 

elen’s 


Croton, James, Tamworth, Stafford, Grocer. Nov lat 11 at offices 


of Nevill and Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 

Daniel, Joseph, Cotheridge, Worcester, Farmer. Nov 16 at 12 at offices 
of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 

Dimmack, Thomas James, Bilston, Stafford, Horse Dealer. Nov 15 
at 11 at Globe Hotel, Mount Pleasant. Bowen, Mount Pleasant 

Dyer, Charles Stephen, Amlwch, Anglesea, Mineral Agent. Nov 
15 at 12 at Dinorben Hotel, Amlweh. Allanson, C 

Evans, William, Mount st, Grovenor - Grocer. Nov 10 at 2at 
offices of ego and Co bone tty Rane inn 

Felton, Charles, Edgbaston, Birmingham, of business. Nov 18 
at 11 at offices of Cartwright, Colmore whey Bt 

Fleet, Joseph, Crewe, Chester, Grocer. Nov 24 at 3 at ‘offices of 
Cooke, Temple chmbrs, Oak st, Crewe 

Fletcher, William, Greenwich, Ripley, Derby. Nov 18 at 11-at Bell 
Hotel, Sadler gate, rag ww, Ripley 

Forder, John, Seething, Norfolk, Thatcher. Nov 13 at 12 at offices 
of Kent, St. Andre 8 Hall plain, Norwich 

Foget, Wilko Hermann, John st, Minaries, Ship Broker. Nov 18 at 

2 at Cannon st Hotel. Cattarns and Co, Mark lane 

Franks, Harris, Kingston u Hull, Manufacturer. Nov 15 at 

11 at offices of Stead and Si bree, Bishop lane, Kingston upon Hull 
y, Leicester, Milkman. Nov 17 at 12.90 at offices 

of Hunter Ona Ox Cums Halford st, Leicester 

aes Knott, Portobello rd, Notting hill, ee Nov 16 
at 2 at offices of Ashton, Werwick st, Regent st 

Gqaring, Edwin, Farnborough, Kent, Smith. Nov 13 at 2a offices 
Moresby-White and Co, Chancery lane 

Gibbon, = Liantrissont, Ferndale Grocers. Nov 1S at I at 
offices of 1 and Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Gill, Richard, New Ferry, Chester, Grocer. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of 
Thompson, ye: St, Birkenhead 

Graham, Mary Ann, Teignmouth, Deron, Lanai an. Nov 19as 
3.30 at London Hotel, igmmoih, Patric 

Greenway, Francis Thomas, and Mean 4 = vo 
ana » Stonemasons. Nov 19 at 3 at iS ab ettonn of 

Bisnes Brook pl, 


ye nb Nov 35 a 


sameues bn Cate bot 
3%, Kingsland green, Dalston, 


Fenton 
Grice, eae nN Whiasendine, aan Farmer, Novy 18 at 2 at 
Hart, Henry J > iene cenguenn, 1a Stable Keeper. Nov 12 at 
art, ames, Birmi ver or 
llat Grand Hotel, Colmore row, Birmingham. Huggings and 
Mallard, Birmingham 


| | 
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Haslam, Samuel. Bolton, Lancaster, Beerseller. Nov 15 at 3at 
ane of Rutter and Finney, Mawdsley st, Bolton. 
a mas, Denstone, nr Rocester, Innkeeper. Nov 12 at 11 
ces of Flint and Flint, Utto: 
Barwick 


-in-Elmet, York, Publican. Nov 18at 3 at 
the Law Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Billi » Leeds 

Hemingway, John, jun, Dewsbury, Grocer. “Nov 23 at 11 at offices 
of Simpson, Union st, Dewsbury 

Herring, Jam es Herbert, Exeter st, ora? China and Glass 
Dealer. Nov 3 23 at 3 at offices of st, Guildhall 

— orthampton, Coal nt. Nov 13 at 11.30 at 

o! ee of Cooper, Market sq, Northampton. Rands, Northamp- 


Hipper, Robert Thomas, — Green, Norwich, Butcher. Nov 15 
at 12 at offices of Gaze, Bank st, Norwich 
Hoddy, John Pallant, we, Norfolk, Blacksmith. Nov 20 at 
12 at offices of Coaks and Co, Bank lain, Norwich 
ang George, Blackpool, Boot ufacturer. Nov 15 at 11 at 
No. 14, Winckley st, Preston 
nor 9 ong ——_, Brewer. 


Hughes, Edwin Ern Nov 15 at 2 


at offices of Shared ond Son, Regent st. Wrexham, Passingham, 
arr William, Welshpool, Montgomery, Draper. Nov 18 at 
12 at o: 


ee of Harrison, Berriew st, Welshpool 

Jefferson, William, idge, York, Farmer. Novy 15 at 12.30 
at offices Hy Bateson and Hutchinson, Ripon 

7, Robert Henry, Manchester, Dealer in ‘Fancy Goods. Nov 16 at 

at offices of Lowndes, King st, Mancheste: 

Kelly, William ‘Anthony, Seacombe, Chester, Wholesale Grocer. 
Nor 18 at 11 at offices of Roose and Price, North John st, Liver- 
pool. ——— and Danger, Liverpool 

Frederick Jokn, Bath, Grocer. Noy 11 at 3at17,.York st, 
Bath. k 
Knapman, Henry Thomas, Great Yarmonth, Gent. Nov 16. at 12 at 
ro ne of Wiltshire, Great Yarmouth 
A 


wis, a Wine Merchant. Nov 16 at 
la} — Hotel, Aberdare. Smith and Lawrence, 8 
Lioyd, William, West Bromwich, Stafford, Wheelwright. Nov léat 


11 at offices of Topham, High st, West Bromwich 
Lovegrove, Thomas Henry, Price’s st, Blackfriars, out of business. 
Nov 8 at 10 at offices of Hope, Bell yd, Fleet st 
Mace, James, Gloucester, Fishmonger. Nov 15 at 4 at offices of 
Jackson, George st, Gloucester 
, James, Birkenhead, Grocer. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of offices 
of Leeming, Duncan st, Birkenhead. Hannan and Pugh, Birken- 


Marsh, Thomas, Newark, Nottingham, Refreshment house Keeper. 
Nov 18 at 3at offices of Footitt, Market pi, Newark 
Massey, William, Leeds, Grocer. Nov 15 at 1 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgley. White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 
Molesworth, John, Whaplode, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 17 at 12 at 
Nov 17 at 3 at Court 


White Hart Hotel, Spalding 

Moorfoot, Cook, Hilgay, te ~ othe Dealer. 

house, Downham Market. 

Nash, John Pritchard, cuguenapen all, Master of Arts. Nov 
12 at George Hotel, Whitefriargate. Kingston-upon-Hull. King 
and Mayne 

Newhouse, Henry Lewis Titus, Great Tower st, Wine and Spirit 
Merchant. Nov 15 at 2 at offices of Moss, Winchester house, Old 
Broad st 

Newnham, Benjamin, Frith st, Soho, Licensed Victualler. Nov 19 
at 2 at offices of Nash and Field, Queen st, Cheapside 

Nicholls, George Frederick, Boddington, Gloucester, Innkeeper. 
Nov 16 at 2. at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 

North, William George Upper ee Surrey, Cheese- 
monger. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Wynne and Co, Laurence 
Pountney hill, Cannon st. Streeter, Copaen 

Norton, Samuel Walter, Stockport, Ter ny Printer. Nov 17 at 3 
at offices of Walker, ‘am st, Mancheste 

O'Hare, a. Birkenhead, Grocer. Nov 16 at 3at offices of Madden, 


Lord st Liverpool 
William, Wolverhampton, Engineer. Nov 16 at 11 at offices 
of Willcock, — st, Welvechaungtan 
Daniel, seo tens Farmer. Nov 22 at 3 at Cannon 
otel. Bristow and 8! , Cannon st 
Piper, Thomas Richard, Po: , Sussex, 8 x at 15 at 


12 at Terminus Hotel, Queens rd, Brighton. 
Piatt, William Henry, Hollinw: ood, Lancaster, Builder. Nov 17 at’3 
at Kings Arms Hotel, Yorkshire st, Oldbam. Clark, Oldham 
Plimer, Henry, Birmingham, Gun Barrel Maker. Nov 16 at 3 at 
= of Horton, Imperial chambers, Colmore 


a See nee Nov 15 at 3 at offices of 
Shoesmith, Newland, Nort’ 

William Monry, David st, Baker st, Builder. Nov 18 at 3 at 

itution, Chancery lane. Stollard and Whitting, South 

rg 


row, Birming- 


Riggali Semen Kichibes tacorseah Mork ok, Nov 17 at 11 
, James io ‘armer. Nov 
ai Atheneum chasers, King’ Wilkin ick 
Robinson, Joseph castie-upon-Tyne, Painter. ov 
offices of Waelow, Collingwood st, New cantie-upon-T'yne 
Bobert, Sunder land, Durham, Grocer. Now 5 at Th at 
offices of Brown, John st, 8 
Rock, George, estmoreland rd Walworth, Grocer po ge teat ~4 
2at offices of Pitman and Stuart, 5, Guildhall-chambers, Basin: 


Borie, George, King st, Cbeapaide, W arehouseman. Nov. 10 at 3 
Bayle, Robert, Littleport, C alee Geer lena Nov 15 at 
y rt, ar r. Nov 
2 at Bell Hotel, Ely. Addison, Ely 

Gontem, Satender, 


Scampwn, Hosiery Manufacturer. 
Nov. 5 at 3at George Hotel, Huddersfield. Loseby and Battis- 

Seatteragood, Arthur, eee Stafford, ont of business, Nov. 12 
at 11 at George Hotel, Walsall. Bill, Walsall 





Scott, Joe, Huddersfield, Rope Maker. Nov 15 at 11 at offices of 
‘Milnes and Swift, New st, Huddersfield 
Shears, John, Wi olverhampton, Chai — Nov 16 at 3 at offices: 
of Dallow, Queen sq, Wolverham: 
Simpson, Joseph, South Bank, York, aa Nov 16 at 3 at offices. 






of Catchpole, le buildings, Wilson st 

Smith, Henry Coaley, Gloucester, Baker. Nov 13 at 12 at 
offices of Jackson, st, Gloucester 

Smith, Samuel, Hemin ld, York, Joiner. Nov 2¢ at 3 at offices. 
Maddston, Church st, ~* 

Stevens, George, St. Mark’s rd, Notting Hill, Builder. Nov 18 at 3- 


at the Guild Tavern, Gresham st. Wild & Co, Ironm lane 

— John William, Huddersfield, Joiner. Nov 16 .at 3 at o! of 
Barker and Co, Estate bldgs, Huddersfield 

Taylor, Thomas Edward, ean og — Gentleman. Nov 13 at 11 
at rege vb of — eld 

be  Bemboronan Yo York Dailder. Nov 15 at 8 at offices. 

ve New! Newborough st, Searborough 

Thames ki 1, Carrier. Nov 12 at 2.30 at offices of 
Brabner and Come, Coo st. Liverpool 

Thorne, James Abraham, Helmet court, Strand, Steam Letter- 
pr Printer. Nov 13 at 21 at offices of Schultz and Son, South sq, 

ray *s inn 

Thornley, James, Nottingham, Lace Dresser. Nov 16 at 12at offices. 
of Thorpe and Thorpe, Friar lane, Nottingham 

Umdleby, John, ha! out of business. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of 
Brooke, East Leeds 

Waddell, John ig, “Norwich, Physician. Nov 12 at 11 at offices. 
of Winter and Fb ena St Giles st, Norwich 

Wade, Robert, U: nm, Chester, Farmer. Nov 11 at 3 at 66, Water- 
gate st, testter. Moss and Sharp, Chester 

Wear, Edward, and William Henry Wear, Huddersfield, Plumbers. 
Nov 15 at 11 at offices of Welsh. Queen st, Huddersfield 

Wearne, Edwin, Gt Dover st, China Merchant. Nov 17 at 2 at office: 
of Tilley and Soames, Finsbury pavement 

Wells, Philip, and George Harrison, Aylestone, Boot Manufacturer. 
Nov 19 at 3 at offices of Owston and Dickinson, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
Wilks, Isaac, Middlesborough, York, Glazier. Nov 15 at 3 at offices. 


of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Williamson, Charles Beilby, Lisson-grove, Paddington, Bngineer. 
Nov 15 at 12 at offices of ote, Walbrook 


Williams Philip Charles, Holywell, Leicester, Foreman of an Iron- 
works. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of Barker, jun, Sherard st, Melton 
Mowbray 

Wilsdon, Thomas George , Hynsham, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 20 at 2 at Jones’ Neniway Hotel, near Great Western Railway 
Station, Oxford. Kilby and Mace, Chipping Norton 

Woodley, Frederick, North Moreton, Berks, Licensed Victualler. 
Lee 17 at 12.30 at ‘the Hight Bells Inn, Martin’ s-street, Walling- 


0 
Woodrow, Henry Thomas, and Benjamin Kent, Liverpool, Manu- 
facturing Stationers. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Pemberton and Co, 
Harrington st, Liverpool 
Wright, James, Lambeth walk, Lambeth. Nov 18 at 2 at offices of 
isley, Abchurch yd 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteod Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoa® 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c,, and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTina A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
— Chocolate, ani may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 

’ 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER #® CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 


57, GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON 
(Opposite the British Museum), 
Will be bb a. his Pamphlet on Painless Dentistry, free, 
enclosed ins the most unique syste: of the adjust- 
ment of err WOLAL 1 €TH without pain. 
CONSULTATION FRBE FROM 10 TO 5. 
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SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS? GOWNS, 
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